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‘would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. : 

In: the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future gegen and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
In DELIVERING JUDGMENT in a recent case relating to a solicitor, 
the Lord Chief Justice took occasion to say of the Discipline Com- 
mittee of the Incorporated Law Society, ‘‘I am not surprised at 
its competency when I look at the names of the persons who sign 
this report. I should say it was a most highly competent tribunal.” 


— 


We paint elsewhere observations on some of the clauses of Sir 
Asert Rottrt’s Bankruptcy Bill. According to the’writer of the 
obeervations, these clauses, which are designed to put an end to the 
system of private arrangements, have been prepared by and under 
the direction of the I tor-General in Bankruptcy, and have 
been slipped into a Bill introduced by private members, and 
championed voy | by a solicitor. This is very clever, if true, 
and no doubt the Inspector-Geners! will have many a chuckle over 
the notion of ‘dishing ” solicitors by a measure introduced by one 
of themselves. If Sir A. Roxxrr really believes that it will be for 
the advantage of creditors that they should be deprived of their 
right to resort to deeds of arrangement, his views, we believe, 
differ from those of other solicitors, and, if we mistake not, also of 
the Chambers of Commerce, and the traders of the City of London 








In rue cask of Lx parte Delmar, Re Herapath § Delmar (ante, 
p 399), the question was raised whether a surety for the debtor 
had any right of proof against the debtor’s estate he had 
been called upon to pay peta hare jf creditor. 
Formerly, of course, this right was quite denied, and it is obvious 
that, as the creditor proves in of the debt, to admit a 
————0 
ing which is con’ to an iple in 4 
snd uptaie to tho sath of he coulis So clear was this, 
indeed, that various special enactments were 

with 49 Geo. 3, o. 121, s. 8, in order to confer upon the surety a 
right of proof in respect of sums which he had actually paid to the 
creditor since the commencement of ( 
Bankruptcy, 6th ed., p. 289). In the Bankruptey Acts of 1869 
and 1883 the matter is not referred to, but it is now contended 
that, under section 37 of the latter Act, the 
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though 
he left the amount of the proof to be settled by the parties. 





In rue apprication to strike a solicitor off the rolls which we 


report elsewhere, the point was raised that such application can 
be made only on the part of a client, but this was overruled by 
the court, and it does not appear to have sny weight of authority 
or resson in its favour. The jurisdiction of the court rests upon 
the duty incumbent upon it of seeing that its officers are persons 
in whom the public may safely place confidence, and it may be 
exercised in respect of any misconduct which demonstrates the 
ustrustworthiness of a solicitor in his professional capacity. The 
doctrine that such misconduct can be brought before the notice of 
the court only by a client does not seem to be sanctioned by any 
case, and the utmost that can be gathered from Re Oheslyn-Hall 
(4 W. R. 686) is that the applicant shall not be wholly uncon- 
cerned in the matter. Neither there, nor in Re Blake (3 E. & E. 
84), was the application made by a client. To adopt such a rule 
would, indeed, be equivalent to saying that the process of 
striking off the rolls was meant to be simply a punishment 
to be inflicted at the instance of the person immediately 
wronged, and not a measure adopted to secure purity in 
the profession. As to the statute law, this expressly con- 
templates that the application may be made “at the instance 
of the solicitor himself or any other person (Solicitors Act, 
1888, s. 13), and here there is no intimation of a restriction to 
clients only. The only ground, indeed, for the contention is to be 
found in Form V. in the schedule to the rules under the last- 
named Act, This is the form of affidavit to be used by the appli- 
cant, and clearly contemplates that he is to be a client. Rule 3 of 
Part VI. excludes, however, the idea that the forms are to be 
rigorously binding, and, even if such were the intention, it would 
be impoesible in this manner to effect a change in the law. The 
result seems to negative the idea that there is any restriction on 
the persons who may apply to have a solicitor struck off the rolls. 
In the present case the application was made by the official 
receiver under the direction of the Board of Trade, and it is not 


clear that they have any interest in the matter other than that of | be 


every individual member of the public—viz, to secure general 

ce in solicitors. It may be presumed, however, that the 
court would view with disfavour proceedings taken without any 
legitimate motive. 





Asotnzn Point was raised as to the possibility of using against a 
bankrupt, in proceedings of a criminal nature, answers which he 
been compelled to mske in his public examination. In Fr 
Cossens (Back. 531) it was decided by Lord Expor, C., that, 
a bankrupt could not refuse to answer questions relating to 

and he might, under the general maxim that no 
bound to incriminate himself, decline to answer questions of 
other nature designed to elicit information that he had com- 
a criminal act. By section 117 of the Bankruptcy Act of 
was provided that a bankrupt might be examined as to all 
ing to his “‘ trade, dealings, or estate,” and in Reg. v. 
J. M. C. 128) the court pointed out that answers thus 
ot allow room for the distinction made by Lord Expor, 
; in 4 criminal proceeding they might be used as evidence 
— him. But the Bankruptey Act of 1883 goes still further. 
der section 117 the examination extends to the bankrupt’s 
“conduct, dealings, and property,” and it is expressly provided 
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Tur wmecvesios on the Companies (Winding-up) Bill in the 
Committee of the House of Commons on Monday was in 
almost comic. It rather seemed that the A’ - 
General Bet been told what 
Clause which provides 

assigned to such division of the High Court as the Lord Chancellor 


the difficulty of the situation is apparent in the fact that 


it would be a prudent thing to transfer winding-up cases to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. He dismissed the rumour as worthless 
that it was interded to trans‘er those cases to the Bankruptcy 
Court.”” This pledge by the law officer in charge of the Bill will 
be borne in mind hereafter. But hedid not say what was pro 

to be done if the winding-ups were not transferred to the Bank. 
ruptcy Court. By way, however, of rendering clearer the meaning 
of the provision, he moved to insert words providing that all 
matters in respect of which jurisdiction is given to the High Court 
by this Act shall be ordinarily transacted and disposed of by and 
under the direction of the judges of the Chancery Division, or, if 
and so far as the Lord Chancellor directs, by or under the juris- 
diction of the judge exercising jurisdiction under the High 
Court. Hereupon Mr. Cuamsertain, who had probably through. 
out been fighting for the power to transfer the proceedings to 
the Bankruptcy Court, so as to increase the prosperity of his 
favourite system, fell tooth and nail on the Attorney-General. He 
accused him of ‘‘ giving way completely to the minority” of the 
committee, and urged that the new proposal should be put on the 
paper and its consideration adjourned. This course was ultimately 
agreed to, and we shall see what will be the result of considera- 
tion by the authorities in the interval. It is certainly remarkable 
that there should be so much reluctance to put on the face of the 
Bill a straightforward and precise statement of what is meant to be 
done in the way of providing a tribunal for winding-up matters. 
The best course, in case the Attorney-General’s new clause should 
not be more precise, would be to move a provision that winding-up 
matters shall not be transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division or the 
Bankruptcy Court, which would compel the authors of the Bill to 
shew their hands. We are inclined to think that considerable 
advantage would accrue from all winding-up matters being 
assigned to one judge of the Chancery Division, or, still better, from 
the appointment of an additional judge of that division to take 
such matters and hear witness causes. But while the Government 
are ready enough to propose the establishment of gigantic systems 
of officialism, such as the Public Trustee and the Land Transfer 
Office, they seem to be afraid of proposing any addition to the 
present judicial staff, however urgently needed such addition may 


Mz. Syow, the editor of the Annual Practice, has followed up 
his recent observations on the consolidation of the Judicature Acts 
and Rules of Court by some useful remarks, addressed to the 
President and Council of the Judges of the Supreme Court, on 
the procedure and practice under the Arbitration Act, 1889, and 
the Rules of December, 1889. He points out that in the Act a 
distinction is drawn between the jurisdiction given to ‘‘ the court 
or a judge” (i.¢., to a judge at chambers) and that given to “ the 
court” (¢¢., toa judge in court or a divisional court); and that 
the powers given to the latter are comparatively trivial and un- 
important, while those given to a judge at chambers are extremely 
important—such, for instance, as those of remitting, adopting, vary- 
ing, or setting aside a report or award. By ord. 54, r. 12a, a master 
is empowered to “‘ exercise al) the jurisdiction and powers conferred 
7 the Act upon the court or a judge.” So far it appears that all 

e extensive powers conferred by the Act on a judge at chambers 
can be exercised by a master. But the Rules of December last 
incorporate or adopt rules 48 to 55 of order 36, under which power 
is given to “the court’’ to remit the matter referred, and power 
is given to parties to apply to “the court” to adopt, vary, or 
remit the report. It Pons = seem, therefore, that an alternative 
jurisdiction is given ; by the Act to a judge at chambers; by the 
new rule (ord. 54, r. 122) toa master, and by the “‘ adopted” 
rules to the ‘‘court.” Which, asks Mr. Sxow, is to prevail, the 
Act and the new rule, or the “adopted” rules? He uses this 
example to press home, once more, the necessity, for the establish- 
ment of an office of procedure and practice connected with the 
Central Office ; the official in charge of it to perform the functions 
briefly stated as follows :—‘ When any alteration or addition to 
the existing ure and was considered necessary, such 
official would make a rough draft of such alteration or additions 
on lines to be suggested by your lordships’ committee. A print 





hy eae Ia reply to Bir Housce Daver’s vigorous attack on 
General ssid that“ no one suggested that | 
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of such draft w be forwarded by him to the officials of the 
Central Office, to the Bar Committee, to the Incorporated Law 
Society, and other law societies, and printed in the law journals. 
rit and suggestions, to be sent in by a certain day, would 
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$90 
be invited, and, if necessary, conferences could take place at the before disclaiming a lease, apply to the court for leave to remove 
s to the | office. These suggestions would be sifted and arranged and | tenant’s fixtures, or for an order determining any questions arising 
neces- | out of the terms of the lease, and thereupon the court may, after 


orthless | brought before the Rule Committee for consideration. If f 
sary, the same consultative process might be re ted, Ultimately, | such notices as the court may require, make such order on the 
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zl — the various suggestions having been considered and decided upon, | application as mey seem to the court to be just.” The other 
the committee would finally settle the rules, which would then | portions of this remarkable clause provide that “‘in the case of a 


een come into force, with the concurrence, 60 to speak, of both j lease, it the trustee disclaims the lease after the expiration of 











dace branches of the profession.” twenty-eight days from the date of the adjudication, he shall pay 
hat all 3 to the lessor [es part of the costs of administration} out of the 
h Court bankrupt’s estate the proportionate smount of any rent accruing 
by and Iv may BE Dovsrep whether GaanTHam, J., was not somewhat | due in reepect of beneficial occupation under the lease from the 

ering from Hvupptesrox, B., and declining to | date of the receiving order to the date of the disclaimer”; and that 


1, or, if | 1° scrupulous in diff 
» juris- dismiss the case of Engels v. Oardin 
, ‘High | Cardinal was sued by a builder for wor 
rough. charitable institution. The circumstances were peculiar, 
ings to the builder had another person, in Mrs. Apzanams, who w 
of his | ond willing to pay his account if he could establish its correctness, 
|. He | and hence there was alleged to be a presumption that he had chosen 
of the | to sue the Cardinal merely in order to put pressure on him to pay 
m the | Without litigation. There were, therefore, two points for con- 


al Manning, in which the ‘ where a trustee has incurred any liability by reason of having 
k done in the building of a omitted to discloim any onerous property, he shall not be discharged 
in that | from the liability by his removal from or the resignation of his 
as able | office, or by any release granted to him in puisuance of section 
eighty-two of this Act, and any such liability shall not devolve on 
the official receiver as trastee.” 











We ane ctap to see that Mr. H. W. Curtis's article on ‘‘ The 


mately sideration—first, whether the effidavits disclosed any ground of > see | We I 4 n 
dere, | 2ction at all against the Cardinal, and, secondly, whether, even if Compulsory Registration of Titles” has been reprinted in 
pamphlet form, and we hope will be widely . The 


rkable they did, the action was not, under the circumstances, improperly 
of the brought. Both of these appear to have been decided by Huppre- 
- to be stoy, B., in favour of the Cardinal, and by GranTHAM, J., against 
atters. him. As to the first, the law is clearly expressed by Bowen, LJ., 
hould in Lawrance v. Lord Norreys (39 Ch. D. 234): ‘ It is an abuse of 
ng-up the process of the court to prosecute in it any action which is so 

groundless that no reasonable person can possibly expect to obtain 


learned author has appended a postscript, in which he says: 
‘tT feel bound to state that, since the foregoing remarks were 
first published, a gentleman connected with the Office of Land 

i has expressed to me the opinion that they are unjust 
to the Act of 1875, and that under it the difficulties above 
narrated in the case of a title under the Act of 1862 could not 


or th ° 4 
sill to relief in it.” Now, on the supposition that the Cardinal was really | occur. I leave the question to be decided by the general ex- 
srable one of a committee of which Mrs. ApranaMs was simply the agen’ rience of the profession. My own experience of the Act of 1875 
being it might be said that there was a case against him ; but it appears that | is not favourable ; and such as it ie, it goes far, in my opinion, to 
‘from the evidence on the affidavits did not go nearly so far as t is, and at | shew that the same difficulties might occur under the Act of 1875. 


take most shewed that the Cardinal was a trustee of the fueds, and | The experience of a single — is necessarily : 
ment generally interested in the work. Hence Huppieston, B, who | registered titles are exceedingly rare. A learned friend, who begen 
went by the sffidavits, said there was no case, and this was really | to practiee before 1862, and who hes probably the largest convey- 











ste : - . 
ws enough for his decision. GnanrHam, J.,on the other hand, thought | sncing practice of any man at the bar, oe | told me that he hai 
, the that vivd voce evidence might briog out the necessary facts, and | not bad before him more than six r red titles, counting both 
“may objected to proceeding on affidavits. This, however, was little Acts together, in all his experience. It is therefore necessary, 12 
more than guese-work, and, in any case, he seemed to ignore the | forming at opinion, to rely, to a great extent, upon the testimony 
Jaw as laid down by Lord Bracksvan in Metropolitan Bank v. of other people ; and all the testimony (outside the office of Land 
i Pooley (10 App. Cas., at p. 221), where be said that the court acts | Registry, where it is quite proper that the eye of criticiem should 
Ach in these cases by ‘informing its conscience upon affidavits.” There | be lenient) which has come in my way has been unfavourable to 
: the still remains, however, the question whether, even if there was | the Act.” 
; a 2* kane Geass of BF yong hy = the ** that * mn 
° could not ismiesed on the first ground, it was not, under A 
= the circumstances, an abuse of the process of the court. CONCEALED FRAUD. 
* The general principle is that the court shall not be made the in-| Sxcrron 26 of the Statute of Limitation of 1833, which in certain 
‘th strument of harassing and vexatious proceedings ; but, of course, | cases saves the bar of the statute on the ground of conceal d fraud, 
th t where two parties are liable, and one is willing to fight while the | affords a tempting means of recovering estates of which an ancestor 
cther is not, a plaintiff cannot be compelled to choose the former | was improperly deprived ; but the action of Lawrance v. Lord 
Pi because by litigation the latter will be worried, “ But this assumes | Norreys, hich the House of Lords has finally dismissed as 
* y that there is some equality in their liability. Where, however, frivolous and vexatious, is warning that the temptation 
wil . one who is perfectly substantial acknowledges liability, and only | had better be resisted. According to the section the right te 
on 1 contests the items of an account, it seems quite in accordance with | recover land, in cases of thie kind, is to accrue at the time 
all principle, though ‘bly not with the language of all the previous | the fraud is, or with reasonable diligence might be, discovered ; it 
be cases, that the plaintiff s all not be allowed to decline the contest | is provided, however, that the statute shall have its full effect in 
1 in order to sue another party whose liability is at least, extremely | favour of a bond fide purchaser for valuable consideration, who has 
se doubtful. This consideration is strengthened when the position of | not been concerned in the fraud, and, at the time of hia purchase, 
wn the second party, as in the case of Cardinal Maxnine, is such as to | had no reason to suspect it. In many cases, of couree, —— 
reise a presumption of other motives. Under such circumstances ) is fatal ; the land has, since the fraud, gone to a bond pur- 
Pa there seems to be no reason why the court should do more than | chaser, and there is an end of the matter. But, even if this 
the secure that  plaiatiff shell have a full opportunity of establishing | difficulty does not arise, there are two others which are 
a” his case against a substantial defendant. It is probable that Mr. | insurmountable. The very fact that the fraud is not di 
the Justice Gaawrman allowed too little influence to the special cir- | till long after the time when it is alleged to have been committed 
his cumstances of the case in deciding a matter which is largely one of | makes it almost im ible to support it by evidence to which the 
xX discretion. courts will attach weight ; and, should a satisfactory 
the story be put together, there exists an aay way of disposing Of XS 
ms Sin Atuent Rotaur's Bankruptoy Bill, besides the provisions for vy pointing out that an ancestor might, with due diligeace, bave 
to putting an end to private arrangements, upon which some remarks vered the matter years ago. Thus the claimant, who bas ne 
ch will be found elsewhere, to alter most materially the | bond fide purchaser in his way, has still, not to 
ns existing law as to discleimer of onerous Lanny | by a trustee in discover and prove his story, but also to shew te sceptical j 
me for disclaimer | that no one could, by any reasonable diligence, have discovered it 


int —— It proposes to abolish the limit of 


he provided by section 55 of the Bankruptoy Act, 1883, end the before. . 
* vision that « trustee shall not be entitled to a lease with-| Two well-known cares illustrate the latter difficulty. In Ches- 
ls out the leave of the court, and to provide that ‘a trustee may, hamy Hoare (L BR. 9 Bq, 571) 0 dill waa filed to revover possession 
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of estates worth about half a million of money which had been in 
possession of the defendants and their ancestors for 149 years. A 
clesr case of fraud was alleged, but as the action never came to 
triel, the evidence on which the story rested was not produced. 
The missing link in the title of the plaintiff and his ancestors was 
the certificate of marriage of Tororny Cuernam and Hannan Asu- 
ton, and for this repeated search had been made At length, on 
the death of his father in 1863, the plaintiff made fresh efforts, 
and daring a visit to the diocesan registry at Chester, and even 
then by mere chance, diecovered an index of marriages, which 
shewed that the one in question had been celebrated at Holy Trinity, 
Salford, in 1724. It appeared that the page with this entry had at 
one time been gummed or pasted to the opposite psge. Repairing 
then to Holy Trinity, he looked at the corresponding register, but 
only to find that the whole page, on which the record of the 
merriage should have been found, had been torn out. This was 
the foundation of the charge of fraud that was made against the 
memory of Epwarp Cuernam, counsellor-at-law, who died in 
possession of the estates in 1769, but Mazuvs, V.C., would have 
none of it. At the outset he commented on the alarming nature 
of the proposition that a bill could be maintained to recover posses- 
sion of land, the title to which accrued more than a hundred years 
before the bill was filed, and said that, if entertained by the court, 
tend very greatly to shake the security of property. In- 
asmuch, ver, as the statute certainly did create the possibility 
thing, it was necessary, in the interests of society, to 
insist upon the very strictest interpretation, and this he proceeded 
to do in examining into the requirement of due diligence. The 
possible evidence of the marriage was by no means confined to the 
missing page in the register, and he refused to believe that, for 
century after the marriage took place, no diligence 
discovered other means of proving it. It may be 
proof of the marriage would not necessarily be a dis- 
the fraud, and from this event it is that the statute 
, but no appeal from the decision appears to have 
the action was thus got rid of by demurrer. 
lis v. Earl Howe (50 L. J. Ch. 4) also shared 
at the hands of the same judge. There a claim 
estates of Wii11am Jexnens, who died in 1798. 
of his heir-at-law in the following year, Ricnarp 
he be entitled, and took possession. In 1821 he 
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, and the estates had continued in his 
ever sin The claimant’s story was that the earl was 
illegitimate, and that he was all along acquainted with the 
his taking posecssion was a concealed fraud, and of 
intiff had no knowledge until a communication 
made to him in 1879. Matts, V.C., met the 
with the objection that there had been a want of 
stated this in words that almost seem to destroy 
section 26 altogether. ‘If I sm to suppose that 
anyor e year 1799, having a valid title, would, without 
inquiry, allow a person having no title to enter and remain in 
possession for this number of years, then I say such facts shew 
gross neglect snd want of diligence.” 

But im spite of this reluctance to give «fleet to the section, 
erg | —— * to do to in Vane v. Vane (21 W. RB. 66, 

* e story there set up shewed that Sir 
Purprnicx Vase was in 1797 on the point —— Hauxan 
Bowrxzasx, but the sudden snnouncement of his intention to do so 

mt on a premature confinement, and she was delivered of a 

in the course of the day. As soon as possible the marriage 
took the register was tampered with, and the child was 
as mate. Ultimately the circumstances came to 

the know bis younger brother, and an action was brought 
by him in 1871. As this case again was only argued on demurrer, 
—* of the abore matters was given ; but, assuming them to 
be Mauss, V.C., held that there was a concealed fraud, and 
that there bad been no want of due diligence. The only diligence, 
indeed, the plsintiff could have used would have been to ques- 
tion his to the time of their marriage, with a view 
to discover whether - elder brother was illegitimate, and no son 
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* —* The decision was upheld by the 

. B. 252). 

Pie oy aah ge A Sones 7. Son’ Moraes (39 Ch. D. 213) 
Gireums#ances result those previously men- 

tioned. The story was that one Joxaruan Lawnance po from 


America at the beginning of this century to establish his title to 
extensive estates in the north of England. Ultimately a 
compromise was effected, under which he entered into pos- 
session and so remained till his death in 1816. His heir, 
Lesivs Lawrance, was in America, and, when the family soli- 
citors were about to communicate with him and forward the 
documents of title, Joxw Townetey interposed, and persuaded them 
to conceal the heir’s title and hend over the deeds to himeelf. 
These he subsequently destroyed, and also removed a tombstone in 
America which shewed the family history. The plaintiff alleged 
that these facts were not discovered till 1886, and in that year he 
began an action in the Queen’s Bench Division, but without setting 
out the fraud. This, he said, he had thought to be unneceseary, 
and, upon finding that the action would be dismissed as frivolous 
and vexatious, asked for leave to amend. But the court (Lord 
Corenrner, C.J., and Day, J.) did not sufficiently believe his story, 
and refused permission. Then the present action was brought 
before Srratine, J., who was likewise disposed at first to treat the 
allegations as purely fictitious. But ultimately he allowed that 
they might be substantial, and suffered the action to goon. In 
the Court of Appeal, on the other hand, the original view pre- 
vailed, and it was thought that the plaintiff’s conduct in the pre- 
vious action shewed that the whole story was merely a pleader’s’ 
fiction. The House of Lords has now gone upon the same ground, 
and also upon the ground of the earlier cases, that, even if the 
story were true, yet Lesrus Lawnance was not so ignorant of his 
position that he might not, immediately on the death of Jonarnay, 
have discovered his rights. 

Taking this case, then, with the others referred to, the great 
difficulty in gaining the benefit of the section seems to be the 
impossibility in most cases of shewing due diligence. For this 
purpose it is not enough to shew that it was only a lucky accident 
which at length revealed the fraud, but also that there was no 
other evidence possible by which the claimant or his predecessors, 
though they might not necessarily have diecovered the fraud, 
could yet have made good their title. 








THE LUNACY ACT, 1890. 
II. 

Part I.—Reception of lunatics (continued).—Last week we 
noticed the various modes in which orders are to be made for the 
reception of lunatics. In general, lunatics are not detained in 
workhouses, but under special circumstances this was allowed by 
section 20 of the Lunacy Acts Amendment Act, 1862 ; and more 
comprehensive regulations for the samo purpose: are contained in 
section 24 of the present Act. In particular, the certificate 
required from the medical officer of the workhouse will now be 
more exact, and must state (a) that the person in question is a 
lunatic, with the grounds for the —— (6) that he is a proper 
person to be allowed to remain in the workhouse as a lunatic; and 
(c) that there is sufficient accommodation for him, either separate 
or not separate from the other inmates, according as his condition 
and their convenience shall require. 

Sections 28 to 37 deal with the requirements of reception orders 
and medical certificates, and contain various matters of importance. 
Under section 28 (1) every medical certificate is to be made and 
signed by a medical practitioner—i.e , according to the definition 
clause (section 341), by a medical practitioner duly registered 
under the Medical Act, 1858, and the Acts amending the same, 
and the Medical Act, 1886. Sub-section (2) re-enacts the require- 
ments of section 10 of the Lunacy Act, 1853, that in the certifi- 
cate, the doctor shall distinguish facts observed by himself from 
those communicated to him by others, and a order is not 
to be made upon a certificate founded on the latter facts only. In 
the case of an — order, the medical certificate must state 
(sub-section (3) ) that it is expedient for the welfard of the alleged 
lunatic or for the public safety that he should forthwith be placed 
under care and treatment, together with reasons for the statement. 
Sub-section (4) contains a new that the certificate shall 
be evidence of the facts therein a g, and of the judgment 
therein stated to have been formed, as though such matters had 
been verified by oath. Wader the Luvacy Act, 1853, s. 4, the 
medical examination bad to be made by each of the two doctors 





withia seven days of reception into licensed house. Now, 
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where the order is made on petition, this is necessarily altered 
to within the same time of the presentation of the petition 
(section 29 (1)). In the case of an urgency order, however, 
the medical examination must take place within two days 
before reception (section 29 (3) ). Sections 30 and 32 renew the 
old restrictions of section 12 of the Lunacy Act, 1853, and section 
24 of the Amendment Act, 1862, upon the persons who may sign 
the medical certificates, excluding the petitioner, the person sign- 
ing an urgency order, medical attendants at the institution, &c., as 
well as various relatives of those persons, while section 31 introduces 
a new provision that one of the certificates accompanying a petition 
shall, whenever practicable, be made by the usual medical attend- 
ant of the alleged lunatic. If this course cannot be adopted, the 
petitioner must state the reason in writing, and such statement is 
to be deemed part of the petition. By section 34 (1) amendments 
may still be made in certificates, and also in reception orders, but 
it will now be necessary to get the sanction, not only of the com- 
missioners, as formerly, under section 11 of tbe Lunacy Act, 1853, 
but also of the judicial authority by whom the order was signed. 
Hitherto a person who has actually taken possession of a lunatic under 
an order for reception has had no statutory indemnity for so doing, 
but has been exposed to the riske of a civil action should it turn 
out that his interference was improper. This is now altered by 
section 35, which makes a reception order, if apparently in con- 
formity with the Act, sufficient authority for the petitioner, or any 
person authorized by him, to take the lunatic and convey him to 
the place mentioned in the order. In general a reception order 
must be acted on within seven days of its date, but, upon a medical 
certificate that the lunatic is not in a fit state for removal, it may 
be suspended, and is then valid for three days from the time when 
a contrary certificate has been given (section 36). 

Section 38 contains important provisions as to the duration of 
reception orders. The Select Committee of 1878 reported that the 
order ought to continue in force for three years only, and that at 
the end of that period a special report on the patient’s atate should 
be made by the medical superintendent, to be repeated at the end of 
each subsequent year. This, it was thought, would individualize 
the patient, and direct the attention of the commissioners to his case, 
while at the same time it would be free from the risk of exciting 
him. In adopting this suggestion the Legislature have consider- 
ably varied the details, and have not very clearly expressed their 
meaning. The reception order is to expire at the end of a year 
from its date (sub-section (1) ). But by sub-section (4), curiously 
enough, it is to remain in force for one year after the date by the 
Act or by the commissioners appointed for itto expire. This looks 
like a preliminary period of two years altogether. Then there are 
periods of two and three years, followed by successive periods of five 
years. At the end of each such period of one, two, three, and five 
years respectively a special report, with a certificate that the 
patient is still of unsound mind and a proper person fo be detained 
under care and treatment, must be sent to the commissioners. 
This must be dene not more than one month, and not less than 
seven days, before the end of each period. If the commissioners 
think the special report does not justify the certificate, they 
may make further enquiry, and measures may be taken under 
section 38 (6) for discharging the patient. The section does not 

ply to lunatics so found by inquisition, as to whom special pro- 
vision is made by section 115. 

Part II.—Care and Treatment —In this part several important 
changes are introduced into the lew. The first concerns the 
reports to be made after reception. By section 39, at the end of 
one month from that event, a report has to be made by the medical 
officer of the institution, or, in the case of single patients, by the 
medical attendant, on the mental and bodily condition of each 
private patient, and transmitted to the commissioners. Thereupon 
the commissioners are either themselves to visit, or to arrange for 
someone else to visit, the patient, and, if the case requires such a 
course, they may miake an order for his discharge. This report 
will be in addition to the notices and statements formerly re- 

uired by the Lunacy Acts to be made after two and before seven 
ys from reception (Lunacy Act, 1845, es. 52, 90; Lunacy Act, 
1858, 4 24; Amendment Act, 1862, ss. 28, 41), supposing these 


to be required, av they probably will be, by the rules to be issued 
under section 338 (1), 

Section 40 prohibits the use of mechanical means of bodily 
restraint, except where it is necessary for purpoees of surgical or 


or others. In cases where it has to be 
certificate is to be forthwith obtained, describing the means 

and stating the reasons. A record of such cases is to be kept from 
day to day, and a copy of it sent with the certificates to the 
commissioners once a quarter. 

A good deal of discussion took place before the Select Committee 
as to the way in which the letters of lunatics ought to be dealt 
with. The previous law is contained in section 40 of the Lunacy 
Law Amendment Act, 1862, according to which the letters of 
private patients, written to the commissioners or visitors, were to 
be forwarded to them unopened. Other letters were. to be for- 
warded as addressed unless the manager interfered, ani then they 
were to be laid before the commissioners on visitors at their next 
visit. This, however, was found to waste the time of the commis- 
sioners and visitors, and, while the law has been made more 
stringent in one direction, ia another it leaves more to the discre- 
tion of the manager. It is contained in section 41 of the Act, and 
a general duty is thereby imposed on managers to forward unopened 
the letters of all lunatics (not private patients only) addressed to 
the Lord Chancellor or any ju in lunacy, or to a Secretary of 
State, a commissioner, a Chancery visitor, or any other kiad of 
visitor, or to the person who signed, or the person who petitioned for, 
the reception order. The mansger may also at his discretion forward 
to their addresses other letters; but, further than this, nothing 
is said as to what he is to do with them, and the commissioners 
may con te themselves that the Legi did not adopt the 
suggestion of the Select Committee, that all letters not forwarded 
should be sent unopened to them. A further suggestion was made 
that notices should be posted up informing the lunatics of their 
rights, but, while this has been substantially adopted, the Act makes 
the requirement subject in each case to the discretion of the com- 
missioners. By section 42, whenever the latter so direct, printed 
notices are to be put up stating (a) the rights of ot ae 
patient to have letters forwarded under section 40, and (&) his right 
also to request a personal and private interview with a visiting 
commissioner or visitor at any visit which may be made to the in- 
stitution where he is. This section, it will be observed, applies 
only to private patients ; the previous one is general. 
the Act it is, of course, necessary to bear in mind the distinctions 
between pauper patients in public asylums, private patients in 
asylums or ia liceneed houses, and single patients. As to the last 
class, section 46 now provides that, with the approval of the com- 
missioners, two or more lunatics may be kept in the same house as 
single patients. 

A further guarantee against improper detention is. contained in 
the new provision of section 49, under which any persov, whether 
a relative or friend of the alleged lunatic or not, can obtain from 
tho commissionérs an order for his examination. They must first 
be satirfied that it is proper for them to grant the order and then 
two separate examinations, with at least seven days intervening 
between the first and second, are to be made by two doctors. If 
they report in favour of the patient’s discharge, the commissioners 
may order accordingly. 

Two miscellaneous changes in the management of lunatics are 
introduced in sections 53 and 55 (7). By the first, males are to 
be employed in the personal or restraint of females in 
cases of special urgency, to be reporte isi 
penalty for a breach of this rule may be £20. And by the second, 
the medical officer of a hospital or licensed house may, of his own 
authority, permit a patient to be absent for a period not i 


medical treatment, or to prevent the lunstic from injuring himeelf 
oa g 


forty-eight hours. Formerly this required approval of the 
commissioners or visitors of the person who had signed the recep- 
; Amendment Act, 1862, s. $8. 


tion order: Lunacy ees. —* 

Section 57 extends the system boarding out pauper Iunaticn 
This could be done under section 81 of the 

1853, and a pauper could be delivered to the care of a relative or 
friend, but no payment could be 

mittee sivink 9 Gangs Se 
carried into effect by sub-section (2), whi 
a sum not exceeding the expenses that would be incurre! in the 


With regard to the discharge of patients by the commissioners, 
ee. 76, 77, the commissioners 





section 75 makes an important * By the Lunacy Act, 1845, 
any 
private patient, and after two separate 
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days intervening between them, they might discharge him. The 
necessity for the double visit is now abolished, and the patient 
may be discharged within seven days of the single visit. 

ions 86—89 introduce facilities for the recapture of lunatics 
who have escaped from England, Scotland, or Ireland into another 
of these countries. By section 85 an escaped lunatic may be 
retaken within fourteen days. The notice of escape which 
formerly had to be given to the commissioners under the Lunacy 
Act, 1845, s. 52, will now probubly be prescribed by the rules to 
be issued under section 338 (1). 

Part [1I.—Judicial inquisition as to lunacy.—The legal luna- 
ties, those regularly so found by inquisition, number less than a 
thousand ; those of other classes some 65,000. Important modifi- 
cations are elsewhere made in the Act, so as to assimilate the 
management of property in both cases, and not improbably the 
former number will in the future be further diminished. But at 
present the distinction is maintained, and this part of the Act 
repeats substantially the existing law as to inquisitions. A change, 
however, of considerable importance will be found in section 98 
(2), which provides for a special finding that the alleged lunatic 
is of unsound mind so as to be incapable of mansging his affairs, 
but that he is capable of managing himself, and is not dangerous 
to himeelf or others. In this case the usual consequences follow with 
regard to property, but the lunatic is not to be put under personel 
restraint. It was thought by the Select Committee that the 
possibility of doing this would remove the temptation to deprive 
wealthy lunatics of their liberty for the sake of their property. 
A change, contained in section 106, is ancillary to this, and 
provides for a partial supersedeas of a commission of lunacy, so 
that it may be rescinded or varied with regard to the person only 
of the lunatic, but remain in force with regard to his property. 
Part IV.—Judicial powers over person and estate of lunatics — 

imi sections continue the powers of the present 
who have jurisdiction in lunacy, and of the masters. 
Section 108 (2) makes provision for the partial orders as to th 
estate only of the lunatic which will follow upon the partial 
findings just referred to. Section 115 introduces important 
chapges as to the duration of orders for the commitment of the 
persop. These are made to depend, like reception orders, on 

reports. At first they are to be made at the end of one, 
, aud six years respectively from the commencement of the 
Act, and then at intervals of five yesrs. Such are the periods 
named, thovgh it is not very intelligible why they have been 
chosen, and why they differ from the corresponding periods in the 
of other lunatics (section 38). In the absence of such report, 
of a certificate that the patient is etill of unsound mind, the 
to make inquiry on their own account, and if not 
€ to the continuance of the lunacy, the order for 
commitment of the person is to determine. This, however, will 
not affect the order so far as relates to the estate of the lunatic 
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THE BANKRUPTCY BILL, 1890. 


A CORRESPONDENT sends us the following observations on the Bill 
bow before Parliament “‘ to amend the law of Bankruptcy ” :— 
The Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887 (60 & 51 Vict. c. 57), was 
for the of the trading community ; it provides that 
all such deeds of arrangement or composition should be duly regis- 
tered for public information, and I believe I am correct in assumin 
of dividend- paying private arrangements, regi 
since the Deeds of Arrangem: nt Act came in force, would be quite 
equal to the number we ee Be bankruptcies. The private 
arrangements must necessarily in all cases provide for a substantial 
dividend being paid, or creditors would not assent to such 





the case of honest and unfortunate men, very hard that they shouli 
be branded with the stigma of bankruptcy, and prevented, as far as 
possible, from re engaging in business and continuing to trade with 
those creditors who would be only too anxious to re-establish a con- 
nection with them. 

I propose to point out the objects which the Board of Trade has 
in obteining the enactment of certain clauses in the Bill now before 
Parliament. It was, I believe, stated in Parliament that the Bill 
emanates from the chambers of commerce. I have, however, been 
informed, upon unimpeachable authority, that the bulk of its pro- 
visions have not received the attention of such chambers, and that 
the clauses to which I propose to specially draw your attention, have 
been prepared by and under the direction of the Inspector-General in 


ptcy. 

Section 1.—‘‘ A debtor commits an act of bankruptcy in each of 
the following cases :—(c.) If execution against him has been levied 
by seizure of goods under in an action in any court, or in any 
civil proceeding in the High Court, and the goods have been either 
sold or held by the sheriff for seven days. G3 If he suspends pay- 
ment of his debts; or by himself, or through any other person, in- 
forms any of his creditors that he has suspended, or that he is about 
to suspend payment of his debts, or offers a composition in satisfac- 
tion of his debts, or submits, or is privy to submitting to any of his 
creditors a statement shewing that he is insolvent.” 

This is intended to facilitate the making of traders bankrupt. 

Section 2.--The first sub-section paragraph (a) of the 6th section of 
the principal Act, which enacts that a creditor shall not be entitled 
to present a bankruptcy petition against a debtor unless the debt 
owing by the debtor to the petitioning creditor, or two or more 
creditors join in the petition the aggregate amount of debts owing 


.to the several petitioning creditors amounts to fifty pounds, shall be 


read and construed as if the word ‘‘ twenty” had been substituted 
for the word “‘ fifty.” 

This also has the same effect as the previous section. It must be 
very doubtful if the multiplication of bankruptcies can be beneficial 
to the trading community, 

Section 3.—‘* The period during which the act of bankruptcy, on 
which a bankruptcy petition is ome must have occurred, the 
maximum period for relation k of the bankruptcy, and the 
maximum period for the avoidance of fraudulent preferences, shall 
respectively be six months instead of three months, and accordingly 
in sections 6, 28, sub-section (3) (/), 43, and 48 of the principal Act, 
‘ six months’ shall be substituted for ‘ three months.’ ” 

This allows six montbs instead of three months after a debtor has 
executed a deed of arrangement, within which » bankruptcy petition 
may be presented against him to the prejudice of the deed of 
arrangement ; and consequently a trustee under such a deed would 
have to hold the proceeds of the estate in hand for six months instead 
of three months as at —— thus unnecessarily delaying the pay- 
ment of a dividend. Surely three months is sufficient time to allow 
dissenting; creditors to make up their minds whether to present a 
petition or not. If any alteration is made, the period should be re- 
duced to one month. 

Section 8, sub-section 2 (4).—2. ‘‘ A person shall be deemed not 
fit to act as trustee of the pro of the bankrupt in the following, 
among other cases:-—(«) Where there are reasonable grounds for 
believing that he is accountable to the estate.” 

The intention of this is to punish the trustee who has acted under 
a deed of arrangement, by preventing him from acting as a trustee 
in a * which oy a the — of that deed 
within i iod, and thus to deter s from acting as 
trustees under a ho ae 

Section 19 (1).— Section 121 of the principal Act (which 
empowers the court to order that a debtor’s estate be administered in 
& summary manner), shall have effect as if for the words “three 
—— pounds” were substituted therein the words ‘‘ five hundred 
pounds,” 

It was expressly enacted by section 121 of the Act of 1883, that 
official receivers should only act as trustees in summary cases, that is 
to say, where the estate did not exceed the value of £300,—it is now 

to raise this limit to £500,— in order to secure the 
ion of creditors, or their nominees, from acting as trustees in 
such cases. 

The second sub-section of the above section of the new Bill pro- 
only enact that if the creditors desire to appoint their own 
, they must do so by a resolution to be carried 
not ant a majority a. number, —* —— = 
value proved debts. roportion in practice wo 

in the face of the official receiver's influence, 
carried ; here again isan attempt to override 
creditors, and to compel the estate 


g 
F 


s trustee. 
Act, 1887 (which operated from the Ist 
of January, 1988), haviog been found to work well, and to have 
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been resorted to in the great bulk of dividend-paying insolvencies, it 
seems a pity that the privileges allowed and confirmed to creditors 
under that Act should be practically taken away by another Act 
coming into operation within less than three years, especially as, 
under the Act of 1883, it is quite open to any creditor or jitors 
whose debt or debts amount to £50 to file a bankruptcy —1— 
against the debtor immediately the deed has been executed, usin 
that deed, in fact, as the ‘act of bankruptcy” on which to 

the petition. The expenses of bankruptcy, hedged round as it is 
with officialiem, and the waste caused to estates by hasty realization, 
are common knowledge to all persons who do business with the class 
from which insolvents are principally drawn, and itis the desire to 
avoid the loss thus caused that chiefly induces creditors to avail them- 
selves of the Deeds of Arrangement Act. 

The proportionate amount of bankruptcy amongst the better class 
of ers is exceedingly small, and great majority of failures 
occur amongst a very inferior class; it is therefore of the highest 
importance that, as before pointed out, creditors should not be 
deprived of the power to discriminate as to the conduct of their debtors, 
and that they should have absolute discretion to have the estate 
admini , either by deed of arrangement or through the medium 
of the Bankruptcy Court, as they may think best. I therefore 
suggest that the right of creditors to resort to deeds of ay wee 
assignment, or composition should remain unimpaired, and that the 
attempt of the Board of Trade to impair such rights should be 
strenuously resisted, and, therefore, such clauses in the new Bill as 
will in any way increase the difficulties of carrying these deeds into 
effect should be struck out, 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


PROCEDURE AND PRACTICE IN THE CouNnTY CouURTS; INCLUDING 
Equity, ADMIRALTY, AND PROBATE JURISDICTION, AND THE 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT; WITH AN APPENDIX OF ALL THE 
STATUTES REGULATING County CouRT PROCEEDINGS; THE 
County Court RuLtes AND Forms, 1889, wirH CoRRECTIONS 
AND AMENDMENTS TO DATE; RULES UNDER THE GUARDIANSHIP 
OF InFANTs Act, THE LAW oF DISTRESS AMENDMENT ACT; 
AND ALL ReEpPorTED Cases TO Marcu, 1890. THrrp EDITION. 
By J. Gorpon McoCuixacn, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. 
& Layton (Limited), 

The author of this useful work is to be congratulated on the fact 
that the issue of the present edition is attributable to the exhaustion 
of the second edition within a year of its publication. Though the 
volume before us cannot, and does not, lay claim to being a complete 
practice of the county courts, it certainly has merits of its own, 
which, apparently, have met with prompt recognition from the pro- 
fession. It belongs to the class of legal text-books commonly 
termed ‘‘ inexpensive legal manuals,” for which, at the present day, 
there a to be a considerable demand. Having so recently 
noticed Mr. McCullagh’s work, it is quite unnecessary on the present 
occasion to bestow detailed criticism upon it; but we may remind 
our readers that it deals in an adequate, if aot exhaustive, manner 
with the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts in ordinary 
cases, in probate matters, and in admiral 9. The special — | 
jurisdiction of the county courts is, however, but ween ae — 
an exception is made in favour of the — —— iability Act, 
which an entire chapter of seventeen pages in length is devoted. 
The jurisdiction and pies in bankruptcy of the county courts is, in 
Chapter I., dismissed by the author in a very few words, as these 
subjects do not properly fall within the scope of his work, though 
section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which empowers the 
county courts to make administration orders, instead o 
payment by instalments of judgment debts, together with the 
general rules made under the provisions of that enactment, are set out 
in full in the appendix. The present edition of Mr. McO ‘8 
work contains, we believe, all the re cases to March, 1890, 
such cases as Neg. v. Judge of Bloomsbury County Court (38 W. R. 
320) and Hodgson v. Bell (38 W. R. 328), which were decided or 
re while the volume before us was going through the press, 
being placed in the addenda. We notice, however, that the recent 
and important case of Oliver v. Lewis (W. N., 1889, p. 224), om which 
we have gape | had occasion to comment in these columns (ante, 
p. 160), is, by mistake, referred to in the table of cases as Oliver v. 
Hawes, which is somewhat misleading, The name is rightly given in 
the text at p. 242, 


THE LAW QUARTERLY, 


Tre Law Qvanterty Revirw. Edited by Sir Frepgrick Pottock, 
Bart,, M.A,, LL.D, Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


This number of the Law Quarterly Review contains its usual com- 


very 
vailing notions as to what the public safety requires, 
Mr. Justice Stephen’s remark that “agreements between more 
persons than one to carry out purposes which the judges 
injurious to the public” have frequently been held to 
conspiracies (Digest of the Criminal Law, Article 160). In “ Regis- 
tration—or Simplification—of Title ?”” Mr. H, Greenwood commences 
a series of articles on current with regard to land transfer. 
To Mr. Challis’s article on ‘ eg og, pee of Titles” 
we have already called attention (ante, p. 358). In a very in i 
article on ‘‘ The Law of Maintenance and .” Mr. A. 
Dennis points out that the present rules are on considera - 
tions of pc policy.that have long been obsolete, and in 
favour of allowing callchhans to — ot tho epall. Ie 
instances the case of Strange v. Brennan (15 Sim. 346), where a lady, 
after trying many solicitors in vain, at length succeeded in getting 
one to take up her case in consideration of receiving 10 per cent. on 
what might be recovered. The fund was recovered, but Shadwell, 
V.C , refused to allow the 10 percent. ‘‘ Here,” Mr. Dennis says, 
‘*the lady would never have got her rights but for the champertous 
agreement.” Probably, however, the will suffer a good 
many hard cases like this before they sanction a general change in 
the law. In “Statutory Changes i ice i 
the United States,” Mr. W. M. McKinney shews how the strictness 
of the common law rule against the liability of employers, itself quite 
recent, has been very generally with regard to 
employed by railway companies, while in Alabama and : 
chusetts the provisions of our Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, have 
been in the main reproduced. With regard to the Rio Tinto case in 
tien sbjested th aad cite — ——— a 
reject e right of a i prove in y in 

of tear — breach of contract. The articles conclude with 
a notice by Mr. Elton of two works on Dartmoor, one a history 
of the rights of common upon the Forest of Dartmoor, with Mr. 
Stuart A. Moore’s report to the society which has undertaken its 

tion, and the other an account of its antiquities, by Mr, 
. L. W. P te ee an 
customs of tin- bounding 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
A COUNTY COURT SCANDAL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—C of readers an for the writer 
in the Fant «tr "given below fice text’ books it down asa 
inciple of English law there is no i — 
itl a ——— ——— 
patente panied = } iia 
veral years was appointed receiver ere ag 
— — of «county court, the tenant hang A 
and given under the hand of the judge en eS Se 
the appoin ), con- 


= 2 of — 
— — as registrar, 


i 
| 


certificates under warrants, to do any needful acts as regards the 
disbursement of county court moneys as occasion might require, and 
to have sole control of the same until a definite arrangement had 
been made in respect of the office of . The registrar was 
os canes Sen SE eS ee more than six years was 
reinstated. 


i 
ree 


About three thousand pounds per annum passed 
during those years. At the outset of the receivership 


treasurer as to the remuneration for the office and 


; 





re —“ You need be under no — —2—— 
uneration and tion. The ely tage Bek 
—— = = — fn” She Sunes 
— — — — 

due to me; to 5 prime mover 
this. or iaeatiine that T wer enliind vo be temmemar- 
ated, never paid me, but sheltered himself under a protective clause 
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County Court Acts, and refused to pay, saying there was no 
to pay from. The registrar, when reinstated, said the receiver 
— behind his back nolens volens, and also refused to 

judge who made the appointment died in the interim, 
the odo who succeeded him, like the Pharaohs of old, knew 
oseph, and I have not been paid to this day. 


J 

have made many applications at various times since the appoint- 
in reference to my position: to the judges of the court, to the 
, once to the superintendent of the County Courts 8 
the Treasury, thrice to the Lords Commissioners of the 
, and to all with the like result. 


Bee dE 


ft 


J. WHEATCROFT. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
HOPKINS v. SMETHWICK LOCAL BOARD—No. 1, 22ad April. 


Lecat. Governuent—Demourrion or Hovse—Puniic Heattu Acr, 1875 
(38 & 39 Vicr. c 55), s. 158. 
This was an 


appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman and 
Wills, JJ.). On October 12, 1888, the plaintiff, being desirous to build 
on certain of hie within the defendant’s district, deposited with 
them, under section 158 of the Public Health Act, 1875, plans of the 
proposed buildings. These plans were considcred by the board and 
rejected, and notice of the rejection, and of the reasons for it, was given 
to the piaintift New 8 were sent in by him; and were also rejected, 
and ee a third time. The plaintiff then, without receiving 
from the defendants, commenced to build. The 
—— thereupon served him with notice to remove the buildings, 
and, on his non-compliance, passed a resolution for the demolition of the 
buildings. No notice of this resolution was given to the plaintiff, but 
defendants, in accordance with it, entered upon the plaintiff's land 
and demolished the buildings. The present action wes then brought for 
Pollock, B., nonsuited the plaintiff, but the Divisional Court 
on the authority of Cooper v. Wandsworth Board of Works (140. B. 
N. 8. 180,, that the defendants had no right to pull down the buildings 
jelewee to — one Ewe tg their intention to do sc, and “er 
j or i or the agreed amount of damages. 
defendants bat 
Tax Cover (Lord Esuze, M.R.. and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.), without 
calling on counsel for the plaintiff, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, 
M.R., said that the power which the local board had assumed to exercise, 
of gen day the plaintiff's land and demolishing 
his pats Ss highly penal manner. It therefore 
behoved those who the authority to ex-rcise that power to follow 
every necessary step with the strictest care. The cases of Cooper v. 
Wandswerth Board of Works and Masters v. Pontypool Local Government 
to shew that a local board ought not to pull down 
a building without giving the owner an opportunity of shewing cause 
The court were not asked to overrule 
those with the principle laid down by 
them. However wrongly the plaintiff might have acted, and however 
for them to pull down these 


le 


: 
I 


the defendants, it was a 
—— their intention to do so. Fry and | the 
Lorzs, J., deliv judgment to the same « ffect.—Oounset, Alfred 


and Shakespeare ; Tif O C., and Vachell. Soricrrons, Robinson § 
W. Shakespeare, Birmingham ; Pattison, Wigg, 4 Co., for H. G. ¢ 


MACDOUGALL +. ESIGHT—No. 1, 17th April. 
Ieest—Paivitece—Rerozr or Jcpouext or Jence—Previovs Action ow 
SAME 


from the decision of a divisionl court (Lord 
Mathew, J.) In June, 1384, a judgment was delivered 


by J., im an action of Macdougali y. Enight. The defendants 
eas ane tn the fom -of = puasyiet, ont the plain- 
——— against them in respect of such ion, alleging 
that oe 2S a were . At the 
teal before B, the jury found that the report was an 
See eet ae was bond fide and without malice. The 
Divisional and the oA refused to order a new trial, and 
the plaintiff te the House of Lords, who dismissed the appeal (14 


| 
i 
i 
iE 
ie 


muaat or end at 
— postions, Vt Tw 


Tue Oovrr (Lord Esugr, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
and directed the action to be struck out. Lord Esusr, M.R., said 
at the questions left to the jury in the first action were practically two. 
First, was the report a fair accurate one; secondly, was it published 
without malice. These questions had been decided by the jury in the 
defendant's favour, The publication without malice of an accurate report 
of what had been said or done in a judicial proceeding in a court of 
justice was a privileged publication, although what was said or done 
would, but for the privilege, be libellous ust an individual, and 
Sched rspectod © ts, cad can, a soperh, 8 ef Ue whole feiel $eo> 
to was, a not of the whole ju pro- 
ceeding, but only of a separate part of it, if the report of part was 
an accurate report and was published without malice. The two questions 
left to the jury in the previous action therefore disposed of it, and in this 
action what other questions were there which could be left to them? It 
was true that the ns complained of were not the same in the second 
action as in the first, but they were in the same pamphlet. The whole 
pamph'et was before the jury in. the first action, and it was not ores to 
the plaintiff to bring separate actions for every allegation contained in it. 
The action was brought in respect of the publication, and not of the par- 
ticular items. The Divisional Court had misapprehended the decision of 
Brunsden ¥. Humphrey. To that case, as it been understood by the 
text-writers, it was laid down that separate actions might be brought 
where separate *2 the plaintiff bad been infrin by one act of 
the defendant. was because they were separate rights, and that was 
not the case here. As to the doubt expressed by the two members of the 
House of Lords, for whom he felt the most profound respect, he could 
only most earnestly hope that that doubt a speedily subside when 
the question came to be ed before them. To compel the reporter to 
justify the judgment he reported would be imposing such a fetter 
on the daily practice of the _ acd would be so contrary to public 
policy that, even in spite of doubts of two of the most learned men 
in the kingdom, he could not accede to it. It was only a doubt, and in 
no sense a decision ; therefore the judgment of the court in the previous 
action, to which he entirely adhered, still stood. The present action, 
therefore, was in every way pean the same as the previous action, and 
could have but one result if the plea of res judicata was putin. There- 
fore it must be struck out as being frivolous and — Fry and 
Lorxs, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Cornset, Sir F. 
Clarke; 8.G., and Blake Odgers; Oswald. Soutcrrons, Tor: Janeways, 
Gribble, & Oddie, for Payne d: Fuller, Bath ; Walter Hock 2. 


ELDER v. CARTER—No. 2, 21st April, 


Practice —Orpgr ror Propvuction or Documents serors TRIAL RY 
Psrson not Party to Acrion—R. 8. O., XXXVII., 7. 


The question in this case was, whether an order can be made before the 
trial of an action for the uction of documents by a person not a party 
to the action. Rule 7 of order 37 provides that ‘‘ the court or a judge 
stieaigacs'el ay. Senos tui ths pagent eons tar ond 
an or the pu any or 
named in F which the court 


or » 
appeal reference was made to Central News Oo. v. The Bastern Telegraph 
Co, (28 Sorscrrors’ Jovrewat, 254, 53 L. J. Q. B. 236), and Straker v. 
Reynolds (37 W. R. 379, 23Q B. D. <4 In the latter case a divisional 
court 


(Laxptey and Bowsn, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Lixpiey, L.J., said that the order was one of which he had never before 
Rule 7 must be r ed as gi effect to the former 
the Ww Act, 1854, with an extended 
court to order the production of documents at any time 

an t not as giving any new right 
It was clearly 
settled that a person could not * mate 2 pay bp So. V for 


authority in favour of the order which had been obtained. Bowsw, L.¥. 
concurred.—Covunset, 0, Johnston Edwards; Vennell, Boxicitons, Burn ¢ 
her. 


VADALA v. LAWES—No. 2, 22nd April. . 
Forsion Jupament—Action to Enronce—Darznce or Faavn, 


from an order made by a divisional court (Denman 

pon ety a or a new trial of the action. The action was brought to 

ee eee Se Se laintiff hed obtained in ry, fe 
e 

was « stock and share broker in Sicily. The defendant carried on busi- 
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prying 






ness in En as a chemical manure manufacturer, and he had ted 
ener eae a Sicily. 1881 
101,343 lire, drawn by the 

detendant, In 
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judgment, on which the present action was 


April 26, 1890, 
applied to the defendant for The defendant refused to pay, | until the evidence affidavit was com and after that further 
and the plaintiff took proceed him in Sicily and obtained a | affidavits could not filed without leave. If the defendants could 
At the tzial before | make out a 5 ee Sees egy Soe 


ud 
Charles, J., the defendant’s counsel stated that 
both of them of fraud by the plaintiff — first, that the transactions 
between the plaintiff and Reynolds in respect of which the bills were gi 
were not commercial transactions in the proper sense, but mere 
exchange gambling, and that the plaintiff had concealed this fact from the 
foreign court. Secondly, that the bills produced were noi those which 
had really signed J Reynolds. The question arose whether both 
these defences were raised by the p 6 
contained the. following allegation:—‘‘ The plaintiff, by fraudalently 
concéaling from the Italian court the true transactions between the 
plaintiff and Reynolds, and by inducing the said court to believe that the 
said bills of exchange fraudulently prepared as herein mentioned were 
accepted by Reynolds as the it of com transactions entered 
into by Reynolds on behalf of the defendant, obtained each of the said 
judgments.’’ ‘The following particulars of the fraud charged were 
a —*— of an es = — The *24 —* e 
were given for the purpose of e g to repay e 
moneys lost by Reynolds in speculative Lae transactions to the 
. Reynolds, being impecunious and unable to meet his liabilities 
respect thereof to the plaintiff, gave the said bills or 
which weré discounted by the plaintiff, who kept the of the said 
ree iggy a the same to payment of the debt due to him from 
Reynolds. @ plaintiff concealed from the said court the facts above 
mentioned, and induced the court to believe that the bills were discounted 
in the ordinary course of business with the authority of the defendant.’’ 
At the trial Charles, J., stop the defendant’s counsel when cross- 
examining the plaintiff as to his accounts, with a view of shewing that 
the transactions were mere gambling and not genuine mer- 
cantile dealings. The learned judge held that the real substance of the 
against the plaintiff of having commenced an 
pon —bills which he was alleged to have manufactured 
himself, and which Reynolds never signed—and that he then possessed 
himself of the false bills, and substituted for them, by conspiracy with 
Reynolds, bills really signed by Reynolds, but which were in no sense the 
results of any commercial transaction or of any other transaction. - 
learned judge was of opinion that that was the charge which the plaintiff 
came to meet, and that he ought not to be called on to enter into every 
item in the account. The Divisional Court granted a new trial. 

Tue Court (Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Linxp- 
Lay, L.J., said that the defence raised in the Italian court was that the bills 
weregiven by the agentof the defendant in respectof gamb! 
and without the defendant’s authority. If that defence could be estab- 
lished, of ig the defendant would not be liable. That defence ~ 

ts 


| 


court in Italy by representing fraudulently that the bills were commercial 
billa when they were not. In his lordship’s —— Senge the pleadings 
were not very clear, this defence was sufficiently The particulars 
shewed that there could have been no surprise on the 
rate leave to amend could be given. But it was a question of substance 
whether the court could allow such a defence to be There were 
two clear rules with regard to actions on foreign —— One was 
that fraud in obtaining such a judgment was a ce to an action 
upon it. The other was that the English court could not go into the 
matters which had been tried in the foreign court. The question was, 
whether the defence of fraud could be gone into when it could not 
decided without also going into the matters in controversy in the 
court. In his lordship's opinion 4doulof' v. Oppenheimer (10 Q. B. D. 295), 
on which the Divisional Court had relied, shewed that ia euch a case the 
defence of fraud could be raised here. Bowarn, L.J., concourred,—Oovn- 
set, Finley, Q.0., 4. 7. Lawrence, and Leslie; Sir R. Webster, A.G., and 
English Harrison, Soutcrrors, Markby, Stewart, $ Co. 


Re DAVIES, ISSARD v, LAMBERT—No. 2, 23rd April. 


Practice—Evipences 1x OnAMBERS AFTER Tata.—Tive ror Crosina 
Evinznce—Orper vor Oross-Examtnation—Rrout ro Fine Arripavrrs 
Arran Onoss- Examination —Discartion or Jupaa—R. 8, O. XXXVIL, 
21, 22; XXXVIIL., 25—28 
This was an ap from a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 399). The 

question was, whether, after affidavits had been file upon inquiries and 
accounts in chambers, in pursuance of the ju ent at the and an 
order had been wade for the cross-exam on of the plaintiff, and he 
had accordingly been cross-examined, the defendants were entitled to file 
further affidavits, The plaintiff was the surviving truatee of a will; the 
defendants were the executors of the residuary legatee. An account had 
been stated between the plaintiff and the and the 

gins l⸗ note for the amount wi was shewn to be due to 

legos. Be action the plaintiff oy ny ges 
sory note, and to have an account taken. udgment at trial 
directed accounts and inquiries, Ohitty, ‘ane 


no hard and fast rule, and the judge a 
settled practice in chambers not to make an order for cross-examination 


ẽ 


The statement of defence | that, 


The | reasonable that a judge, 
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5 
— 
— 
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— ines enon ale in — ’ 
every day the lines upon which ia cases he should exercise his 
discretion, without laying down any hard and fast rule. His lordship had 
no doubt that in the present case the clerks understood what 

i = Kady Romer, Q.C. 3 


was the ordinary tice. —CounsREL, * 
McSwinney. oat en Minshall, Parry-Jones, Woosnam, & are 


Martin Woosnam, aaa Talbot ¢ Quayle, for Talbot 
¢ Wood, Newtown, Mon‘ 
BAIRD v. WELLS—No. 2, 23rd April, 


A from the decision of Stirling, J., in this case (enée, p. 
— by the plaintiff. = 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
MAONEE c. THE PERSIAN INVESTMENT — (UIM.)—Chitty, J., 


Insuncrion—Iniecat Oompany—Foraten Lorrary—Ooncesstorn—Lorreay 
Acrs—9 Gao. 1, c. 19, 8. 4; 6& T Writ. 4, o. 66. 


In this case the a ee ———— 
behalf of himself and other shareholders, moved for an inéerim 
restraining the company on eee SO Ss 
the Shah of Persia to carry on lottery in Persia, which concession 
the company had contracted to purchase from the grantees, on the 
that s acquisition was an unlawfal  eiig. «9 Saar bad 


——* ag me stag 9 Geo. 1, *7 ot gn 
or an interim unction restraining company directors from 
issuin pi Bay concession and 


i 


8* — ca Been chem the tiff that the 
rr, J., was admitted plain 
was not of association. With respex 
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J. O. Wood ; Romer, Q.C., and G. F. Hart. Soxtcrrors, Faithfull ¢ Owen ; 


Michael Abraham, Sons, § Co. 


PEISCHEL v. PARIS—Ohitty, J , 23rd April. 
Wri1—Cnariry—Annvurtry—Girr or Principat. 
In this case a testator, who died in 1821, bequeathed £40,000 3 per Cent. 


Annuities to trustees, upon trust, out of the dividends, to pay every year 


the amounts stated to certain charities named, such annuities amountin 
in all to £1,200. In 1830 a scheme was settled. It was now contend 
by some of the charities that they were entitled to have paid out to them 
capital sums representing their annuities, on the principle that the 
ft of the income of a fund is a gift of the whole fund: Bent v. Cullen 
(19 W. R. 368, L. R. 6 Ch. 235). 
Currty, J., said that there was no authority for applying the doctrine 
of cases like Bent v. Cullen to charitable gifts. The object of the applica- 
tion was to enable the applicants to invest in higher paying eecurities, 
and thereby power pd the fund. What the testator contemplated was, 
that the fund should be kept whole and intact. If the income diminished 
the annuities would proportionately abate. If any of the charitable 
objects should fail the fund would be applicable cypr?s. The applica- 
tion was dismissed.—Counsset, Byrne, Q.C., and W. Morshead ; Romer, 
Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins; R. J. Cust, Micklem, and G J. Talbot. 
Sourcrrons, Hanbury, Hutton, § Whitting ; Beachcroft, Thompson, ¢ Co. ; 
F. A. § A. C. Doyle. 


g 


>, 


Re MORRIS, MORRIS v. FOWLER—Ohitty, J., 18th April. 


R 8. O. XLIV., 2; LXVIL, 4—Arracument—Non-arPEaRaxce— 
Service or Notice or Morton. 


In this case, a party not having entered appearance, the proceedings 
had been filed, in pursuance of ord, 67, r. 4, in the Writ, Appearance, and 
2 Department of the High Court in lieu of personal service. A 

ion was now made for leave to issue a writ of attachment against the 
said party for disobeying an order to pay money into court. 

Onirry, J., held that the notice of motion was sufficiently served by 
being filed under ord. 67, r. 4. Re A Solicitor (28 W. R. 529, 14 Oh. D. 
152) was cited. Counssi, F. F. Brydges, Soxtcitors, Peacock §¢ Goddard, 
for Brydges § Mellersh, Cheltenham. 


THE MAYOR, &0., OF BACUP v. SMITH—OChitty, J., 23rd April. 


Postrc Hearn Act, 1875, ss. 4, 150, 267—‘‘ Owner”’—Recerver or 
Premises OHARGEABLE—SsrvIce or Norices. 


In this case the question was raised, on a summons by the plaintiffs, as 
to whether a receiver of the rents and profits of real estate, appointed in 
an action for the execution of the trusts of a will, could be served as 
owner with an apportionment notice under the Public Health Act, 1875, 
8. 267, in respect of works executed by a local authority under section 
150 of the Act so as to create a charge upon the real estate for the amount 
specified. The plaintiffs relied upon section 4 of the Act, which defines 
“owner ’’ as meaning ‘‘ the person for the time being receiving the rack 
rent of the Jands, whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for 
any other person, or who would so receive the same if such lands were let 
at a rack rent,” and submitted that the clause should be read asif the 
words ‘‘ whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other 
person ” were between brackets, and not as if those words were words of 
qualification. 

Currry, J., said that he was unable to expand the definition in the way 
contended for. A receiver was the officer of the court, and did not re- 
ceive rents for any particular person or on his own account. Moreover, 
the Nuisances Removal Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 121) in its definition of 

‘ owner” (section 2) included a rceiver in chancery proceedings and seques- 
trators, whilst the Metropolis Local om og Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. 
c. 120) in its definition of “‘owner”’ (section 250) did not do so. Both 
Acts were repealed by the Act of 1875, which re-habilitated their provi- 
sions. It might, therefore, be assumed that the Legislature did not in- 
tend that a receiver should be included in the definition of the Act of 
1875. It was further observable that any inconvenience of service on the 
owner was met by section 267 of the Act of 1875, which provided that 
notices might be served on the owner or occupier by their description of 
owner or occupier of the premises named. The plaintiffs’ application 
was dismissed, with costs.—Covunszt, Upjohn ; Byrne, Q.0., and Warring- 
tm, Soxsctrons, Woodcock, Ryland, $ Parker, tor Woodcock § Sons, 
Haslingden, Lancashire; Torr, Janeways, Gribble, § Oddie. 


CALDWELL v. MATTHEWS—North, J., 17th April. 


Mortcace—Repemprion or First Monrrcaces ny Szconp— Loss or 
Morrcace Dzezp anv oruzer Documents—Inpemniry. 


The question in this case was, whether, upon the redemption of a first 
by a second, any, and, if so, what, indemnity ought to be 

ven by the first mortgagee to the second, by reason of the first mortgage 
ed and some policies of insurance, which formed of the security, 
been Jost by the first mortgagee. In 1867 F. P. Matthews mort- 

to M. Mat his life interest in certain funds subject to the 

of his marriage settlement, and also three policies of inturance upon 

. In 1876 F. P. Matthews made a second mortgage of his 

life interest to the plaintiffe. The policies were not comprised in the 
x - Matthews died in 1871. ©. J. Holmes was his 

executor. ©, J. Holmes died in 1880. Eli Holmes was his execu- 


‘il 


the first mortgagee, and foreclosure of the . In February, 1887, 
judgment for redemption and foreclosure was =. directing an account 
of what remained due to the defendant Elizebeth Holmes under or by 
virtue of the mort; of 1867, and her taxed costs of the action, and 
that, % payment by the plaintiffs to her of what should be certified 
to re due to her, within six months after the date of the certificate, 
she should assign the Smee reg to the plaintiffs. In default of 
such a, the action was to be dismissed 
should redeem her, the j 
oreclosure of the mortgagor, in d it of his payin 
what they peepee to the defendant Elizabeth Holmes, and also 
what should be to be due to the plaintiffs under or by virtue of 
the mortgage of 1876. The chief clerk in June, 1888, made his certificate, 
by which he certified the amount which would be due to the defendant 
Elizabeth Holmes oa the 12th of December, 1888 (the day appointed for 
redemption), including interest down to that day. Before that day 
arrived it was discovered that the defendant Elizabeth Holmes bad not 
in her poesession either the mortgage deed of 1867 or any of the policies 
of insurance. The plaintiffs thereupon took out a summons, asking that 
an inquiry might be directed as to the loss of the mortgage deed and the 
licies, and on this summons an order was made January, 1889, 
g an inquiry as to the supposed loss of the documents, and 
whether any, and what, indemnity should be given in respect of the loss, 
in case it should be found that any of them had been lost. And it was 
ordered that the plaintiffs should be at wae 4 to pay into court in the 
action the amount certified to be due to the defendant Elizabeth Holmes. 
Under this liberty the plaintiffs _. that amount into court, In pursu- 
ance of the order of January, 1889, the chicf clerk made a certificate in 
November, 1889, by which he found that the mortgage of 1867 and the 
three policies had been lost, and stated the circumstances under 
which they had been lost. And he found that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to ‘‘such an indemnity as will equal that which the insurance 
company may require.” Both the plaintiffs and the defendant Elizabeth 
Holmes took out a summons to vary this certificate. Application was 
made to the company, but they declined to make any arrangement with 
regard to an indemnity until claims should be made upon the policies. 
The plaintiffs asked that the whole of the fund in court might be 
retained until further order by way of indemuity to them, the income 
being meanwhile paid to the defendant Elizabeth Holmes, the object 
being that the fund should be retained until the death of the mortgagor, 
or until the lost documents should be found. On behalf of the defendant 
Elizabeth Holmes it was contended that the plaintiffs were entitled to 
no —_ indemnity than a bond (+o be given by the defendant Elizabeth 
Holmes as executrix) similar to the bond which was approved by Hall, 
V.C., in James v. Rumsey (11 Ch. D. 398). 
Norn, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to a bond of indemnity 
to be given by the defendant Elizabeth Holmes as executrix, the bond 
to be settled in chambers in case the should differ. His lordship 
also ordered the plaintiff's costs of the action, from the date of the sum- 
mons for the ing as tothe loss of the deed (including the costs of 
the bond), to be out of the fund in court, and that £100 should be 
retained in court to meet the possible costs of an indemnity to the insur- 
ance a when the policies should become The residue 
of the fund to be paid out to the defendant Elizabeth Holmes as executrix, 
and the income of the £100 to be paid to her till further order, she 
execu’ & proper assignment to the plaintiffs of the life interest and 
the policies. —Counset, Everitt, Q.0., and Alezander ; Cozens-Hardy, Q. O. 
and D. Jones; Warlters Horne. Soutcrrors, Capron, Daltons, ¢ Oo.; 
Jackson § Wright ; Reep, Lane, § Co. 


the plaintiffs 


Re THOMPSON AND HOLT’S CONTRACT—Kekewich, J., 18th April. 


Venpor AND Purcnassrn—Mortcace—Buiipine Socrery—Powerr or Satz 
—“ Dus **—Turez Montus’ Notice—Watver—Titie OonTRActeD FOR 
—Oonveyancine Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 19, sun-sEoTION 
1; s. 20, sun-sectioxs 1, 2. 


Motion by a purchaser to discharge an order made on a summons and 
for a declaration that a good title had not been shewn to the property in 


question. By a building society’s m the mortgagor covenanted to 
y subscriptions and fines, and convey roperty subject to a proviso 
for redemption, and it was declared that if default should be made in the 


performance of any of the covenants, then the total sum for which the 
mortgage should then be redeemable should be considered as actually due 
and payable, and the power of sale given.to the mortgagees by the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, should apply and bs exercisable by the 
trustees of the society. The society’s rules provided for pay- 
ment by members of 12s. 6d. per share quarter until an 


advance, when it was to be doubled, and 5d. per quarter on 
each 12s. 6d. to meet expenses of management. Tne shares 
were of the value of £50 each. The mortgagor became bankrupt, and the 


instalment due on the 4th of July, 1889, was not paid. The trustees, 
with the consent of the mortgagor’s trustee, and of second mortgagecs, 
put up the property for sale by auction, but unsuccessfully, and after- 
wards, without the knowledge of the mortgagor’s trustee or the second 
mortgagees, entered into the contract now in question, which was dated 
the 25th of September. One of the conditions of sale —— that, 
the vendors a. selling under a power of , the D- 
ment should be taken without the concurrence of otber parties and with- 
out any further covenants than the statutory covenant by —— 
The purchaser required the concurrence of the mortgagor’s trustee, w 
was agreed to, as was also a draft assignment; the second 





The action was br t in 1866 the second 
F,B. Matthews —— and Tltzaboth Holmen for —2 


were ready to concur, but the purchaser now endeavoured to a com. 
pletion on the ground that the power of sale in the Conveyancing Act 
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could not apply toa building society’s mortgage, as the money 
never became.‘‘ due” within section 19; that if it could “pp ly it never 
became exercisable, as the trustees ought to have given r 
three months’ notice under section 20, sub-section 1, and at the date of 
the contract three months had not elapsed since default was made, and 
that notice was not waived by the *"s trustee ; and that he could 
not be compelled to take an ent with the coucurrence of all 
parties, as that was not the title he agreed to take. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the power of sale was incorporated by the act 
of the parties, and that, on default, the whole sum;was to be considered 
as actually due; therefore it was applicable, and the want of notice did 
not prevent the vendors from exercising it. If the’ moi 8 trustee 
had not waived the right to receive notice, he had waiv right to 
object to the want of it. He now offered to confirm the assignment, aud 
so did the second mo: The purchaser would, therefore, get the 


. bine title he had bargained for—i.e, a conveyance by the mortgagees 
unde 


r the power of sale, and the confirmation by other parties would not 
make any difference; the vendors were ready to procure their con- 
currence at their own costs, so the motion must be refused, with costs.— 
Counset, H. Terrell; Rowden. Soutcrrors, Lumley § Lumley ; Pridsaux § 
Sons. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte URQUHART, Re URQUHART—O. A. No. 1, 18th April. 


Bankruptcy Notics — Service— Orper ror Svunstitutep Service — 
—— out or Jurisprerron—Bavxervrtcy Rotæes, 1886, rr. 141, 
154, 156, 

The question in this case was, whether an order for substituted service 
of a bankruptcy notice or petition can prop2rly be made when the debtor 
has gone out of the jurisdiction to avoid service. Rule 141 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Rules, 1886, provides that ‘‘a bankruptcy notice shall be served, 
and the service thereof shall be proved in the like manner asis by these 
rules prescribed for the servica of a creditor's tion.”” Rule 153 pro- 
vides that a creditor’s petition shall be personally served on the debtor. 
And by rule 154, ‘‘If personal-service cannot be effected, the court may 
extend the time for hearing the petition, or if the court is satisfied by 
affidavit or other evidence on oath that the debtor is keeping out of the 
way to avoid such service, or service of any other legal process, or that 
for any other cause prompt personal service cannot be effected, it may 
order substituted service to be made by delivery of the petition to some 
adult inmate at his usual or last known residence or place of business, or 
by registered letter, or in such manner as the court may direct, and that 
such petition shall then be deemed to have been duly served on the 
debtor.” By rule 156, ‘‘When a debtor petitioned against is not in 
England, the court may order service to be made within such time and in 
such manner and form as it shall think fit.”” In the present case the 
debtor was a domiciled Scotchman. He had resided and carried on 
business in London. A creditor, who had recovered judgment against 
him, issued a bankruptcy notice in respect of the ju it debt, but was 
unable to serve it personally, the debtor having sh: before gone away 
to Scotland. The registrar was satisfied by evidence that the debtor was 
keeping out of the way to avoid service, and he made an order for sub- 
stituted service of the notice b tered letter addressed to the debtor 
at his last known residence in London. This having been done, the 
debtor did not comply with the notice, and the creditor presented a bank- 
ruptcy petition, which was served in the same way under a similar order 
for substituted service. The debtor did not appear at the time appointed 
for the hearing of the petition, and the 2 a receiving order. 
The debtor afterwatds applied for the rescission of the receiving order, on 
the ground that the — oe Praga and tion did not come to his 
knowledge till after the receiving order had been made, and that the 
orders for substituted service were ——— obtained. The registrar re- 
fused the application. On the it was argued that an order for 
substituted service could not 1 y be made under rule 154 when the 
debtor was out of the jurisdiction, and that that rule was only intended 
to apply to a casein which the debtor was concealing himself within the 
juriedicstion. If he had gone out of the jurisdiction an order for service 
ought to be made under rule 156. Fry v. Moore (37 W. R. 565, 23 Q. B. 
D. 395) was cited, as shewing that under the R. S. O., 1883, it is irregular 
to obtain an order for substituted service of a writ if the defendant is out 
of the jurisdiction. 

Taz Oovrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the language of rule 154 
was general, and there was nothing to limit its application to a case in 
which the debtor was within the jurisdiction. In his opinion it was 
meant to meet the case of a debtor who had gone out of England to 
avoid service. And his lordship was of opinion that in the presont case 
the registrar was justified in coming to the conclusion that the debtor 
had gone to Scotland for that purpose. Fry v. Moore had no ap’ . 
In that case the defendant was abroad at the time when the writ was 
issued, and the wiit ought not to have been issued without the leave cf 
the court. The irregularity consisted in issuing the writ without lea 
and the obtaining of an order for substituted service was a method 
evading the provisions of the rules for serving a writ out of the juris- 
diction. But —o in —2— it —— held that the = for —— 
service was only an irregularity w was. capable of being an 
it was held that the defendant had waived it by his conduct, Fay, L.J., 
concurred. Lorzs, L.J., quoted with approval the judgment of Mellor, J. 
in Watt v. Barneti (3 Q. B, D. 186), in which he. said that the object o 
the provision contained in the R. 8. O. of 1875 for substituted ofa 





da 
to by reason of a defendant’s going abroad and keeping abroad, and it 


being im ble to effect personal service, and to prevent the plaintiff's 
right being en’ defeated by reason of those difficulties.” Those 
observations had been over case 


y 
was well within them. On the evidence, pr Ag pen Teebaecyy come to no 
que —— than that — 
ryv. Mevore Was an entirely 
resident in Canada, and there was no 
to avoid service of the writ.—Counsst, Fisminger; Wace. Soxicrrors, 
Perkins ¢ Sawyer ; EB. F. ¢ H. Lendon. 


Ex parte COLQUHOUN, Re CLIFf—Q. B. Div., 18th April, 
Banxevrrcoy—Soriciror—Payment or Counset’s Fees, 


In this case the applicant, who is a barrister, applied for payment of his 
fees, amounting to £114 9s., by the trustee in the least of 
Frederick Clift, a solicitor, out of a sum of £391 received by the trustee in 
respect of the solicitor’s bills of costs in certain matters. The 
had been employed as counsel by Mr. Clift for a number of years, 
had been a running account between them as to fees, and Olift had made 
payments from time to time on general account. It was alleged by the 
applicant, however, that the £114 93. were his fees in the particular 
matters in which the trustee had received the £391, and that no part of such 
fees had been paidto him. He relied on Re Hall (2 Jur. N. 8. 1076). O 
behalf of the trustee it was alleged that it was doubtful whether some of 


: 


the bankrupt’s payments.on general account to the applicant did not cover 
thie Sean” sak thaluall h the bills of costs sent in to the clients 
included the fees, the trustee accepted a lump sum in settlement of the 


bills of costs exclusive of counsel’s fees. 

Cava, J., referred the matter to the registrar to inquire (1) what (if 
of the fees of the applicant referred to in the notice of motion had 
received by me tra:tee: (2) ens apy, * ao which, of such fees 
been paid by the bankrapt to the applicant e specifically or 
His lordship also intimated that his was that if the trustee 
————— 
costs, then a amoun é sum ought to 
counsel on a of his fees; but if the trustee, in coming to a settle- 
ment with the client, expressly excluded counsel's fees, then he had no 
received any payment on account of such fees. But the applicant would 
be at liberty to raise before the judge the question whether it was com- 
petent for the trustee (if he had 90) to agree with the client of the 
solicitor that the trustee should receive a less sum than was claimed by a 
bill of coste, after deducting coungel’s fees mentioned in such bill, in 
ment of the claim against such client of the solicitor.—Oounsen, Yate Lee : 
Herbert Reed and Cautley. Soxscrrors, Elwes ¢ Sharpe: H. 8. Holt. 


ERE 


Solicitors’ Cases 


Re A SOLICITOR, Er parte = ee LAW SOCIETY—I7th 
P 
Sonrcrrorn—Srrikine orr Rott—APppiication BY Pgrson not A CLient—= 
INCRIMINATING ANSWERS GIVEN IN Examination In Bankruptcy— 
ApMissiniLiry—Souicrrors Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 65), ss. 13, 16- 
Ruces, Part I., nute 1; Part VL, rote 3; Form V.1n Scuepvute— 
Banxecercy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 17. 


In this case a preliminary report of the committee of the Incorporated 
Law Society was brought before the court for the purpose of ny 
decision upon certain objections which had been taken on behalf of 
solicitor on the first h before the committee. The application 
strike the solicitor off the had been made by the official receiver, by the 
direction of the Board of Trade, in consequence of admissions made by the 
solicitor in the course of his public examination in bankruptcy. The 
charges of misconduct in the application were based upon thése 
admissions, and it was proposed to adduce in evidence the netes of the 
solicitor’s public examination in su of the allegations. No client or 
other pereon alleged to have been iojured by the solicitor’s conduct 
joined in the application. It was objected before the committee, by 
counsel for the solicitor, (a) that the Board of Trade, by whose direction 
the official receiver made the is not charged with the duty of 
punishing solicitors, nor has authority to direct the 
receiver to take proceedings with that object; (5) that the duties of the 
official receiver, as regards the in are 
defined by section 69 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and do not include the 
making of an a oa 
and (¢), that as debtor is bound to answer all such questions as thé 
court may put, or allow to be put, to him in his public examination, his 
Re eee a criminal 
nature not expressly authorized by the Act. The committee desired to 
have the opinion of b= Ange Ae ape these points before hearing the case. 
It is provided by Part L, rule 1, of the ra'es made under the Solicitors 
Act, 1888, as follows :—" An application 
citor off the roll of eolicitors or to require 
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The cil of linet Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satis a — 

Henry Dyke Acland, John Woolley A icy Bourne Ralph 
Vincent Bankes, Edwin Clay s, Samuel Bostock, Alfred 
William Frederic Dominic Chambers, John Lyon Corser, Richard Denison 
Qumberland-Jones, OClimenson Yelverton Oharles Dawbarn, Philip Gay, 
William Robarts Hamilton, Rowland Torrens Hill, William Henry Bate- 
man Hope, Leopard James, Patrick Peter Joseph Lynch, John Bromhead 
Matthews, Charles James Naylor, David Falconer Pennant, Charles Earle 
Bevan Petman, Benjamin Beckham Sapwell, Butler Simpson, 
Thomas Sowler, Richard Mosey ea Emil Anthony Trier, Charles 
George Ward, and Robert Eaton ite, of the Inner Temple; James 
Aitken, Charles Herbert Oordeux, Mohamed Shah Din, James Thomas 
Greening Donaldson, Olifford Luxmoore Drew, Francis Augustus —5 
Charles Lanstedt Modellier Eales, Harry Broughton Edge, Francis 
Edlin, Thomas Lennox Gilmour, Syed Ali Imam, John Burgess Preston 
Karslake, Alfred Henry Lawrence, Frederick Low, Henry. Parker Lowe, 
Frederick Percy Lysaght, Beaufol Moore, Howard “West Mowll, Sheik 
Muslehudin, Arthur Ralph Pembertepv, Abdur Rahim, Alfred Thomas 
Rees, Arthur Robinson, Andries Stockenstrim, Alick James Taseell, and 
Ernest Herbert Cooper Walsh, of the Middle Temple; John Chapman 
Andrew, Walter Ashburner, Edward Ogston Barry, Edward Hol- 
combe Birch, Frederick Samuel A’ Bourne, John Brooks, 
Alfred Ermest Cotton, Frederick Mitchell Eliot, Stanieleus Eyre, 
Frederick Edward Farrer, John Galsworthy, Edward Grey, 
William Smith Marriott, Arthur Edward Nathan, John Arthur Price, 
Mark Lemon Romer, Jobn Swift Whatton, and Arthur William Young, 
of Lincoln’s-inn ; John Ernest Bagram, William Kendall, and William 
Blache Wilson, of Gray’s-inu, Eeqs. 


The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 


law :— 

Frederick Sparks Norman Bingley, Charles Sibbald Ourrie, Alfred 
George Earl, Mohandaé. Karanchand Gandhi, Francis Nicholas Arbuthnot 
Garry, nm Spencer Grey, Mahmood Tremen- Héere 


Hasan, Herbert 
Hewett, Horace Maxwell Johnson, Arthur Pateshall Jones, John Turn 
Luscombe, Bernard Archibald Piatt, Walter Scott, Fred 

Stanley Smith, and Phili Vi . of the Inner Temple; 
Alfred Adam, Percy Harland Atkin, William Freeman Barrett, Edwin 
Allan Beven, Rema Buleki, Gustave Colin Chastellier, Charles Reginald 
Clark, Dadabhai Mancherji ore. Somer Nath Das Gupta, William 
Charles Godwin, Sultan Sayyid Hosain, Arthur Boney Lengo, 
* Oottari Soorya Prakasha Nay 


— Maxwell, James a, 
Hugh Morrison Rose, and Solaiman, of the Middle Temple ; 
Ernest Emilins Bennett, Rowland Thomas Mortimer Berkeley, Norman 
Wise Sibley, and John Felix Waley, of Lincoln’s-inn ; Winford Blache 
Fraser Fallarton James, Frederick William Langston, and Sasi Bhushan 
Sarbadhicary, of Gray’s-inn, Esqe. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Law Srupents’ Dazatinc Sociery.—April 22.—Mr. Crawford in the 
chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That the federation of the em is necessary for its 
preservation,” was ed in the affirmative by Mr. Stuart Smith. He 
was supported by rs. A. Smith, A. H. Sq and J. D. Crawford, 
and by Messrs. Stevenson, » and 
Smith replied, and on a division the motion was carried. 








THE BAR MEETING. 


Te annual meeting of the bar was held on Saturday afternoon in the 
old dining-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, the Attorney-General in the chair. With 
regard to the corres lence between the honorary secretary of th 
Committee and Lord Ooleridge as to the a tment of 4 
in the counties of London and Middlesex (ante, p. .. 
Sir Henny James, Q.C., M.P., said he was if h 
remove an’ ee that might arise from the bare reading 
letters. He regretted that the tone of Lord 
some persons to suppose that there was some disco 
weed the Bar Committee. It was, he was s 
ittee that there should be no collision or frict 
and the bar, and nothing could have been further from 
members of the commi than that they should take 
should be regarded by Lord Coleridge as hostile to 
Reform Act the usage existing had been that the appoin 
barristers for Middlesex and London had been made 
juniors members of the chancery bar. Lately—it was 
custom for the first time had been departed from. Lang # 
the Lord Ohief Justice himself in three different letters 
view that the appointments of revising barristers within the 
area should be given to the junior members of the 
junior barristers practising at the chancery bar met an 
resolution, which they placed in the hands of the Ber 
Bar Committee thought that the only course, the only 
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within the limite of all courtesy was to pass on the resolution to 
Coleridge, feeling that when his attention was called to the subject prob- 
ably the same principles of action which had guided him when he had 
expressed his opinion on former occasions would influence him to accept 
the views of the members of the chan bar. He regretted that Lord 
Coleridge had drawn an inferno, w he thought was not quite eus- 
that there was some want of courtesy on the part of the Bar 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
UNCLAIMED FUNDS IN THE HIGH COURT. 
——— tet strate pee OE A ae 
p. 309 :— 


Office, Supreme Court of J 
ee Thopal Courts of Suction, March 11, 1890. 
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(2.) The Assistant Paymaster: General is precluded from giving any in- | criminal practice in Y 


formation respecting any Funds in Court mentioned in the following list, 
x upon a request signed by the persomapplying for such information, 

inant mabe by any other than a Solicitor 

not be given unless : 

t¢ quest is such as miay, in the particular case, be properly complied with.” 

Court (Funds) Rules, No. 101.) 

the case of a requésf made by a Solicitor, such information shall 


2* 


— 
* 


trot bé 
it is made, and that such _ nis, in the opinion of the applicant, 
beheficially interested in such funds. 

(4.) An application with r 7 
the matter or suit to which such Ftinds aré placed ; without thie informa- 
tion it is not possible, in most cases, to trace the account referred to. 

(5.) A request for information can only be complied with (to the extent 
shown in Paragraph 8), upon its being established to the satisfaction of 
the Paymaster that the applicdant has or might have some beneficial 
intereet ; but it is misleading to assume that the mere coincidence of the 
‘surname of the original owner of property with the surname of one of 
the parties to a suit is sufficient evidence of a genuine ground of claim ; 
nor is it within the functions of the Pay Office to a any claims 
founded on such an assumption. No Wills, Probates, or Letters of Ad- 
thinistration, are kept at the Pay Office. 

( P Each request must be stamped with a 2s. 6d. adhesive Judicature 

, 88 provided by the Order as to Supreme Oourt Fees, 1884, Rule 
107. Stamps can be obtained at Rooms 6 and 419 of the Royal Courts of 
Justice; at the District Registries of the High Court; and at certain 
Stamp and Post Offices. 

(1) it must be borne in mind that Funds in Court can only be dealt 
with under the direction of an Order of Court. If a Fund cannot be 
dealt with, either by the Order quoted in the Return, or any other exist- 
ing Order, application to the Court for a further Order will be necessary, 
in accordance with the customary form of legal procedure. 

(8.) The only information which, subject to the conditions herein 
mentioned, it is in the power of the Assistant Paymaster-General to 


q 


(a.) The amount of the Fund in Oourt. 
(.) The date of an Order of Court affecting the account (if any) 
other than that noted in the last column (if specially required). 

(9.) Of the Orders, Affidavits, Certificates, and Reports referred to in 
this List, copies of those prior to 1870 are kept at the Public Record Office, 
Fetter Lane, London, EO. Those dated after Ist January, 1870, are kept 
* the Filing Department of the Central Office, Room 81, Royal Courts of 


They can be inspected during officiel hours, or copies obtained on pay- 
ment of the. prescribed Fees. 
(10.) It is — by Rule 14 of the Chancery Funds (Amended) 
Orders, 1874, that— 
(a) When a cause or matter has been inserted in the following list, 
,- + »- {the fact should be stated in every petition or summons 
affecting any money or securities to the credit of such Cause or 
matter; ”’ and that— 

{3:) In cases in which the money or securities affected by such petition 
ehall together amount to, or exceed in value, £500, a copy of 
such petition, and notice of all proceedings in Court or at 

- Cham shall (unless the Court otherwise directs) be served 
on the Official Solicitor of the Court, who shall be at liberty to 
; at ) The and attend pen : a 
‘11. e Paymaster cannot lertake to reply to applications unless 
the foregoiig instructions are strictly complied with. . 
Au Official Letters should be addressed to— 
. Tue Assistant Paymaster-GEneRat, 
Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.O. 
[The lists of titles of accounts, &c., follow, and fill a large supplement 
to the London Gazette. | 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY, 


Mr. Cuantzs Lame, solicitor, of Brighton, died on the 24th ult., aged 
seventy-three. He was educated at Reading Grammar School. He was 
admitted a-ecolicitor in 1840, and about six F pes later he settled at 
—— where for forty-four years he had conducted an extensive 

Ae was for several years in partnership with his son-in-law, 
the late Mr. George Evett. Mr. Lamb had taken an active part in 
tuinicipal affairs at Brighton. He was first elected a member of the 
town council in 1854. He had been an alderman since 1873, and in 1876 
lie‘was elected mayor of the borough. Mr. Lamb had been for several 
years a widower. 


Mr, Atrazp Warxer Simpson, barrister, recorder of Scarborough, died 
at Scarborough on the 5th inst., in his 7lst year, from paralysis, after a 
short illnese. Mr. Simpson was the second son of Mr. Alfred Simpson, 
solicitor, of Malton. He was educated at Malton Grammar School, and 
hd was a fellow of Jesus College, Cambridge, where he graduated asa 

, also in the first class of the cal tripos in 1846. He was 
& pupil in the chambers of the late Lord Ohief Justice Bovill, and he was 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1849, when he 


joined the Northern Circuit. He had for many years a considerable 


, “such information ehall | and he was a bencher of the Inner Temple, and 
e applicant is able to satisfy the Paymaster that the | for the North Riding of Yorkshire. He 


ubless the request'states the name of the person on whore be- | 


~ 
— — 


and he was formerly a revising barrister, 


He had been a member of the North-Eastern Circuit since its formation 
in 1876. Mr. Simpson had been recorder of Scarborough since 1872, 
a 


had been for sev years 
chairman of the secord court at the Northallerton Quarter Sessions, 
——— at Scarborough on the 9thinst. Mr. Simpson was un. 


Sir Lewis Srvart Jackson, 0.1.E, many years a ju of the Hi 
Court at Calcutta, died at his residence, Hall, Suffolk, on the 
9th inst. Sir L. Jackson was the son of Lieut.-Col. Henry Geo 


espect to Funds must quote the correct title of | Jackson, R.A. He was educated at the Royal School, Ennickillen, ot 


Trinity College, Dublin, and at Haileybury College, and he became a 
member of the Bengal Civil Service in 1843. Daring the Indian Mutiny 
he was district judge of Rajshaye and Nuddea, and in 1862 he was 
appointed a puisne judge of the High Court at Calcutta. In 1878 he 
acted for a short time as Chief Justice of the High Court, and in the same 

ear he was created a —— of the Order of the Indian Empire. 

e retired on a pension in 1880, and he shortly afterwards received the 
honour of knighthood. Sir L. Jackson was a Fellow of the University 
of Calcutta, and a magistrate aud deputy-lieutenant for the county of 
Suffolk, He was married in 1858 to daughter of Lieut.-General 
Staveley, O.B., and he leaves three sons, Sir L. Jackson was buried at 
Hadleigh on the 12th inst. 


Mr. Henry De La Becxz Dittwyn, barrister, died suddenly on the 14th 
inst., at Brockhampton Court, Gloucestershire, the residence of his sister. 
Mr. Dillwyn was the only son of Mr. Lewis Liewellyn Dillwyn, M.P. for 
Swansea. He was educated at Trinity Oollege, Cambridge. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1869, and he was 
for some years junior counsel to the post office on the South Wales Circuit. 
Mr. Dillwyn was a magistrate for Glamor , and chairman of the 
Swanétea Board of Guardians, and he held for several years a commission 
as quartermaster in the 3rd Glamorganshire Rifle Volunteers. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorce Butter Kennett, solicitor and notary, of Norwich, has 
been appointed Deputy Town Olerk of that city. Mr. Kennett is clerk to 
the city magistrates. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864. 


Mr. Epmunp Bernarp Rexce, solicitor, of Cardiff, has been a 
Ooroner for that borough. Mr. Reece was admitted a solicitor 
He is coroner for the Eastern Division of Glamorganshire. 


Mr. Onaries Epwarp Bonner, solicitor (of the firm of Bonner, Oalthrop, 
& Bonner), of Spalding, has been ted agg of the Spalding 
County Court (Circuit No. 17), on the resignation of his father, Mr. 
Charles Foster Bonner. Mr. C. E. Bonner has acted as deputy-registrar 
of the court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Tuomas Puarrs, solicitor, of Blackburn, has been appointed a 
commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Ricuarp Rontnson Ropp, jun., solicitor, of East Stonehouse, has 
been appointed Clerk to the East Stonehouse Board of Guardians, Assess- 
ment Oommittee, and School Attendance Committee. Mr. Redd is the 
son of Mr. Richard Robinson Rodd. He was admitted a solicitor in 1884, 
and he is clerk to the East Stonehouse Local Roard, and deputy-coroner 
for the Stoke Damarel District of Devonshire. 


Mr. Georcr Samvugt Hatt, solicitor, of Ely, has been appointed Olerk 

to the Ely Local Board, in succession to the late Mr. William Marshall. 

ee —* * ined of the Ely County Court. He was admitted a soli- 
tor in ,° 


Mr. Grorce Grieget Oxtver Surocuirrs, solicitor, of Driffield, Bridling- 
ton, and Kilham, has been elected Chairman of the B Local 
— the ensuing year. Mr. Sutcliffe was admitted a solicitor in 


pointed 
1862. 


Mr. Henny Joszeu Licatns, solicitor, of 59, Bernera-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Oourt of 
e Leeward Islands. 


Mr. Joun Houaues, solicitor (of the firm of Miller, Peel, & Hughes), of 
Liverpool, has been a by the High Sheriff of Lancashire (Mr. 
Charles Henry Bird) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 
year. Mz. Hughes was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is a magistrate 
for the city of Liverpool. 

Mr. Srerxen Henry Parxer, solicitor, notary, and proctor, of Perth, 
a Australia, has been appointed a Quaeen’s Counsel for that 
colony. ; 

Mr. Hoxat, barrister, who has been appointed an Unofficial Member of 
the ——* Council of the oer of Hong Kong, was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1882. Bs 


Mr. Watrer Cuartes Rensxaw, Q.0., has been elected a Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Joun Moors Bay ey, solictor (of the firm of Uneit, ag Bayley, 
& Lowe), of Birmin, » has ee eee * the High heriff of 
Warwickshire (Mr. Rowland John ) to ba Under-Sheriff of that 
— for the ensuing year. Mr. Bayley was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Writram Jackson, solicitor (of the firm of Sharman & Jackson), of 
has been 
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tion of his partner, Mr. Matthew Reid Sharman, who is clerk to the 
bye og Board of Guardians. Mr. Jackson is deputy-clerk to 
the board. He was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Gzornce Atrazep Ganpspen, solicitor (of the firm of Gadsden & Tre- 
herne), of 28, Bedford-row, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Derbyshire (Mr. William Arkwright), to the Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Gadsden was admitted a solicitor in 
1861. 


Mr. Ancuinatp 8. Bennett, solicitor, of 25, Waterloo-street, Birming- 
ham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
DissoLurTions. 

Auzrep Ewen and James Gzorce Rozerrs, solicitors (Ewen & Roberts), 
Luton and Outer Temple, 222 and 225, Strand, London. Thesaid 
Ewen retiring. March 31. The said James George Roberts will on his 
own account henceforth practise at the above addresses. 

Epwin Stoney Hartitanp and Davin Isaac, solicitors (Hartland & 
Isaac), Swansea. April 16. 

Joun Atcernow Laruam and James Hersert Farmer, solicitors 
a Farmer, & OCo.), 28, Cockepur-street, Charing Cross, London. 


Ropert Martin and Freperick Witt1am Baker, solicitors (Robert 
Martin. & Baker), 157, Fenchurch-street, London. The said Frederick 
William Baker retiring. April 3. The said Robert Martin will continue 
the said business in conjunction with Mr. Edward Power Bilbrough, 
under the style of Martin & Bilbrough. [Gazstte, April 18, 


Tuomas Frepgric Inman, Wiii1AM Cuartes Mercer Avam, and Curts- 
TOPHER Bevan Turine, solicitors (Iuman, Adam, & Thring), 4, Queen- 
square, Bath. April 9. So far as regards 
Inman. The said William Oharles Mercer Adam and Christopher Bevan 
Thring will continue in partnership as solicitors at the above address, 
under the style for the present of Inman, Adam, & Thring. 


Frepernick Artuur ALEXANDER Row1anp and Freperic Joun Lunnon, 
solicitors (Rowland & Lunnon), 38, New Broad-street, London. Feb. 16. 
So far as regards the said Frederic John Lunnon. (Gazette, April 11. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Baron Pollock, who was recently ordered a complete rest by his 
physician, is now staying at Worthing. He states, in answer to inquiries, 
that his health is very much improved. 

At a meeting of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Divirion the following 
were the judges chosen to attend the Spring Assizes, which are expected 
to begin im the early part of May :—Northern Circuit (Manchester and 
Liverpool only), Mr. Baron Huddleston and Mr. Justice Lawrance ; 
a Circuit (Leeds only), M1. Justice Denman and Mr. Justice 

jams, 


Viscount Cross proposes, in a Government Bill just introduced, that where 
a juvenile offender is proved before a court of summary jurisdiction to 
have committed an offence punishable by it, it is empowered by the Bill, 
without prejudice to its other powers, to deal with the case in one or more 
of the following modes as it may deem suitable. It may (1) adjudge that 
the offender, if a male, be whipped ; or it may-(2) fine the parent a sum 
not exceeding £1; or it may (3) order the parent to pay to any person 
injured by the offence compensation not ees or it may (4) order 
the parent to give security for the good behaviotr of the offender; or it 
may (5) adjourn the case on the parent’s undertaking to punish the 
offender in such reasonable and moderate manner as the court may 
approve. But the powers thus exercisable by a court over a parent are 
not to be exercised unless he has been summoned to attend before it. 
the 


The Companies (Winding Up) Bill was under consideration by 
Standing Committee of the House of Commons on the 17th and 21st inst. 
Clause 1 was altered so as to give jurisdiction to county courts in winding- 
up of companies whose paid-up capital is less than £10,000. Clause 2, which 

rovides that all matters in respect of which jurisdiction is given to the 
igh Court by this Act may be assigned to such division of the High 
Court as the Lord Chancellor may direct, and shall be ordinarily trans- 
acted and disposed of by or un the direction of the judges of that 
division or such of them as the Lord Chancellor may assign for the pur- 
pose, was carried, on a division, by twenty-seven to twelve, subject to a 
new clause to be hereafter brought up by the Attorney-General. Clauses 
3 and 4 were passed. 

Mr. J, E. Gray Hill, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, 
Dickinson, & Hill, Liverpool, has recently been travelling through 
Syria and the Holy Land, with Mrs. Hill, and a number of attendants. 
Jerusalem having been visited, the travellers etarted off to Petre, which is 
some seven or eight days journey from Jerusalem, and all went well 
until a spot about two deys’ distant from Petra was reached. Here the 
guides informed their employers that they could continue no further, as a 
number of the small tribes were in their periodical bickerings. That 
being so, they elected to return to Jerusalem, and set off with that inten- 
tion, the homeward joumey being achieved in comfort till the haly * 


was but f hours’ ride t. In an ideal camping ground, 
a clump of ms, the ground being with a thick covering 
of vegetation tents were pitched, and when night descended the 


campers retired to rest. Morning dawned, however, on a different sight. 


the ‘said Thomas ‘Frederic | Fu 








Setson the tah Gotap fins sonend-c — tufted 
— <a seminy ota Gap 

and their leader informed Mr. Hill that no violence would be offered his 
party, but they must remain in their until such time as 

was given them to strike their tents. Ho 

petaceston woeld nat Ce seems Ser © See 
nae over — ap pense chieftain. 

—— or to carry valuables 
akg hy. catuall ye ER. ee ats ete the party ie 
m was even , t L 
ok pdeoneen for seat ten days. Jerusalem was reached 
further molestation. 
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ay levis 
h Lavie 
Boal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
a. KEEEWIOH. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
Ward * Godfrey 
—— — 
Pemberton Leach 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, April 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
SocretTires TRUST, Laareep — nity, 7 has fixed April.29, at 11, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liqu c 
JoHNsON & Co, Limit: Bs > hae fixed ‘Tuesday, April 29, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Tue CHRISTIAN MILLION PuBLISHING Co, LumITED—OCreditots are ———— uired, on 
or before May 10, to send their names ay ee of 
their debts or claims, to John H 57, Moorgate s' 
Adelaide place, London Bridge, solors for liquidator 
KBOTTOM MANUFACTURING Co, LIMITED 
before June 2. to send their names and addreeses and the parti 
debts or claims, to John Norman, Stamford st, Si 
& Miller. Stalybridge, solors for liquidator 
Tae FARNWORTH AND MouvueraL WATER MANUFACTURING 
OO LTdveates, andl the particdinns of sheit, debe 
an esses, an: 
Simpson Entwisle, Rawson st, Farnworth Monks, 
W111s’s Rooms, Luurrsp—Ohitty, an order dated Feb 12, appointed 
Edward Moore, 8, Crosby sq, to ba cimiolet —— 
ae Se it te dinestod to be beard beter oe 
, presen ore 
day, May &, Ballard & er, Bedford row, agents tor », Worcester, 
solor for petner 


16, to send —_ and addresses, end th r 

sen names 

laime, to Mr Th Smeth' , Tuesday, May 27, 

at 12, is sppointed for hearing and sdjudicating upon the debts and Saims . 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. DISSOLVED. 


rd, 
HANOVEB S00! Socrery, Grosvenor sq. W April 12 
Rose amp Seeman Canam, United rp ye Friendly Society, 
White Horse Hotel, Leigh, April 15 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
oye yN Mawppwy FRIENDLY Society, Buckley Arms Hotel, Dinas Mawddwy, 
Heart of OAK Longs, Ancient Order of the Golden Fleece, Bradford Unity, 
Fanation Inn, Leeds ra, Deighton lane Kad, Huddersfield April 15 
London Gasette.—TugsDaY, April 22. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. ia . 
MINING Limirep an order 
COE TT Masch 2, appointed ee ee Skrine 1 7 17, Coleman-street, - 
to be official liquidator , 


MeEtTat RECOVERY Lmaarep— for winding up, presented 18, © 
Gfrectes to he heard ‘ore Kay, J., on Saturday, May 3 —— ae & 
Patent LaTH, SPLINT, AND — — Luwrrep—-Kay, J., has, 
order dated March 21, appointed Mr. Witiain Samonds, 8 vid’ Jewry. to be 
Poca i dulaator  Conraact Co, Lirarran—Stitling, J., has fixed May 2, at 12, at 


his chbre, for tment of official liquidator 
. Luowirep—Creditors are on or 
TavERN Co, routes. 


2 names addresses 
of laime vo ‘Mr "James arren oot Me Tunes ‘Watson, Duke of Lancaster i 


THE Tiearn — OLuB Co, Limrrsp —— 
apd 
{cots Lowi, Bush amy 
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Urroxerze Brew: eRny, Liurrep—Kay, J, has. fixed Monter, April 28, at 12, at 
his chambers, for the tment of an official Jiquida 

Werer Cuzsuiee Darry Uo, Luwrrep—Chitty, J, — — dated Feb io, 

appointed Thomas William Fowles, of Nantwich, to be official liquidator 

S— In CHANCERY. 

ys Co—North, J, has, —— ted March. 3, 

* ry pavement, to be official liquida- 

tor Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send their names and 

and the lars of th: to 


a 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

BawkBALt Or AND Wo Luartep—Creditora are uired, on 
before June 18. to ey names end addresses and —— — of their 
debts and claims, to Thomas Theodore Rogers, 30, North John st, Liverpool 
Morecroft, Liverpool, solor for for liqudator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Date ABBEY FEMALE 81 ox Gocuney, Dale Abber, Dest April 17 

PRIDE OF Y4RM Lopes. Branch A ew J Order 4 of Teens Shepherds, 
rr Unity Friendly Society, Lord Nelson Inn, High st, Yarm, Yorks 

15 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 1. 
Munx. Epwankp, Frittenden, Kent, Farmer. April 29. Munk v Munk, Stirling, 
Clarence parate, Southsea. April 29. Wendover v 
Garth, New —* ae Ontey a 


Morro 
Popham. Kay 7: 
Euua, Wellingborough. Northampton. April 29. Dutton v Denb 
ees — Burshan & Uc, Wellingborsagh apse ej * 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, April 4. 
A — Bradford. Worsted Manufacturer. May 3. Bradford 
Co (Limited) v Scholefield, District Registrar, Bradford. 
ee — | ) 4 ion, His. Mayt1. Foster vy Maynard, Chitty, J 


—— 
Lumley — Durham, Mining Engineer. May9. Earl of 


Rosson, THOMA! 
Durham ¥ obson, Chitty, J. Harvey, Newcastle upon Tsne 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLArm. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, April 15. 
Asrsver, Harrier, Pilkington, Lancs. May 31. Earle & Co, Manchester 
Bacon, Marra Ann, Chesterton, Cantab. May 3!. Ginn & Matthew, Cam- 


bridge 
BARYIELD ALFERD » Northampton rd, emg ee ——— Merckant. Ma: 
Birt & Follett, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark ⸗ 
Buu. T Tomas, Sou' oth Carlton, Lines, — og April 30. Toynbce & Co, Lin- 


BuUcKWRLL, Joux Serrimmus, Brighton, Gent. June 24. Stevens & Sons, 


Cuartorre. Boxmoor, nr Hemel Hempsted, Herts. June1. Sedg- 
wick & Co, Watford 
cate Wiatney, Winchfield, Southampton, Gent. May 20. 


GzorGE, 

Hyde 1 & Co, — Oo, Ely pi 

Conyzrs, W , Leeds, Tanner. May 9%. Elmslie & Co, Leeds 
ConsstrT, ahead Church Lench, Worcs. May 13. New & Co, Evesham 
Daviss, Davin, Cotham, Bristol, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 10. Sweet & Oo, 


Davies, Witt1aM. Manchester 


Empl f the Manchester Cor- 
Dawson, Jans, = — Gp, Maschester = RR FE 
Bournemouth, Clerk 
cis, Bourremouth ad 2 


— — Northwick, Chester, Hatter. May 18. Trattord & Cook, 
Fretpmae, Daxiet, Stalybridge, Gent. May 1. Buckley & Miller, Staly- 
Grisest, CaTHERINS, Thornhill terr, Sunderland. May 17. Skioner, Sunder- 
Saran, Godfrey LS c—— May 31 Gasqust & Metcalfe, 
Hanus, abs Lave. ia? Katz, Aneriey, Surrey, Gent. May 15. Rawlinson, New 
Tuomas, Pudsey, Yorks, Manufacturer. May 10. Newell, Bradford 

L ‘, 7 Westbourne ter. May %. Alexander, Ely place, 
— — Upholiand, Lancs, Quarry Master. May 13. Milligan & 
— —— Lanox, Balham Highrd. June 3. Grandy & Co, 


McDovatt, ExizA, Chelsea. May 10. Wills & Co, Carter lane 
Mzx10n, Jamus, Roxbury, Oldham, Roller Coverer. May 8. Halliwell, Oldham 
Moopr, Maz, Burton by Lincoln. April 30. Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
Monroor, Sugauwan Howaxp, Moulton, Lincs. May 31, Iveson & West, Hull 
Mona, Sourn, Birmingham, Chemist. May 19. Perry & Travis, 
Lancaster. June 1. Simpson & Oullingford, Grace- 
P, fiany Ase, Prince of Wales rd, Norwich. May 19. Miller & Co, 
Revit, Cuaxtorre, Sturton by Stowe, Lanc’. June %. Hebb, Lincoln 
George st, Hanover sqrt, Eeq. May 2, Frere & Co, Lin- 


— Pussoces, 
i. * pany aos May 15. J.& W. J. Robinson, Sun- 
ag -* Hobart ple, Haton sqr, Gent. May 15, Newman, Clifford’s 
PartaE, Ousseroruss, Hobart ple, Baston sqr, Gent. May 15, New- 
— ue Laverpest, Gent. June1. Masoa & Grierzon, 






#42000, Caston st Poplar. May 15. Ratiand, Chancery lane 





Hewry Soutsy, Whitby, Yorks, Gent. April 21. Jackson & — 


Surrũ —— — Folke Dorset, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Mobinson & s inn 
STEELE, ——— vy A, Merchant Tallon i 14, Stome, Derby 


TASKER, eet Susanna, Melbourne, Derby. June 1. Smith & Mammatt, 
TAYLOR, JOHN, West Sunderland, Gent. May 3i. Stokoe, Sunderland 


VENABLES, THOMAS, — nr Stevenage, Herts, Major in H. M. 83rd Regiment. 
14. i & Co, Bedford ro’ 
WAkD, versham, Kent. May 15. Taylor & Co, Furnival’s inn 


WricHrT, hate a Semana, Gray’s inn Licensed Victualler. May 31. 
Howard, Gray’s inn sq * F 
LImdon Gasette.—FRIDAY, April 18, 

ATHERTON, PgTER, Preston, Gent. May 1. Fordshaw & Parker, Preston 

AYRE. W1LL14M, Stoke Saint Mary, Somerset, Gent. May 13. J. & S. P. Pope, 

BAxkER. CHARLES, Barlboro Derby, Contractor. Aug 1. Alderson & Co, 

ion ene — * ee 
, SAMUEL, ae oa Kent, Gent. May 31. Avis, Furnival's inn 


XAVERIUS EpwakD. Egham. Surrey. formerly Registrar of the!Eastern 
Co, Lim. June 4. Burn, Moorgate st bidgs 
er AMES, Barclay rd, Walham green. May Ashurst & Co, Old 
BRETHEETON, Cuanity, Southport. June 14. Threlfall, Southport 
CoGsWELL, SARAH, Bath. Mayi4. Gill & Bush, Batb : 
CoLtuyson, RoBERT ELLineton, J.P., Ripon, Hotel Proprietor. May 17. Bate- 
Commor. op, Heuaca — Bradfield, Berks. May 2. Tatham & Procter, Lin- 


coln’s inn 
ORICEITY, Tits 9* IN CHARLOTTE, Fulham. May 27. Price & Son, Walbrook 


DONEBLAN, MABEL, Boulogne sur Mer, France. June 23. Witham & Oo, Gray’s 
8q 

Fisk, JoHN Cana, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Auctioneer, May 20. G. E. Walker, 
uctioneer, ge 

Frack, Epwaup, Stevenage, Herts, Innkeeper. May 19. ©. W. Flack, Steven- 

GanpINR, Jaane Be RoseEkzt, Victoria st, Westminster, Esq. Julyi. Bircham & 

Git, GEoRGE, Wakefield, retired Railwey Agent. May6&. Gray, Barnsley 

Goovz, ANN, Hunderton, Here’ord. May 20, Hutcbinson & Earle, Hereford 

GOWER, JoHN, Bow Jane, Lace Agent. May 31. Chapple & Co, Carter lane 

Grirritss, Davip, St John’s, Kent. May 17. Soames & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

HAGuE, Henry, York, Labourer. May 20.. Iveson & West, Hull 

HELLIWELL, THoMas, Norton, Derby, Farmer. Augi. Alderson & Co, Ecking- 


ton and Sheffield 
Hagpy, Ann, Alford, Lincs. June i. Rhodes & Carnley, Alford and Spilsby 


Hageziss, WILLIAM HENRY, ge rd, Tlington, White Lead Merchant. 
May 31. ™Satcbeli & Chapple, Queen st, Chi 
Hasxys, 6 , Samust, Woodford, Kssex. May 19. Eown, Queen Victoria st and 


HvugErFFrer, Francis, Brook green, Hammersmith, Gent. May 15. Watts, Stone 
gs 
— — 7— Furnival’s inn, Solicitor. May 30. Bi:ch, Hillside, Ornan 
a 


’ DP 
MaGEzE, MARGARET, Jamaica st, Liverpool. May 18. Yates & Co, Liverpool 
MocParuim, PeTsr, East Yarrow, Durham, Grocer. Juve 1. Mather & Co, 
Neweastle on Tyre 

Mrtise, ALFRED, Finchley rd, Licensed Victualler. May 19. Taylor, Lincoln's 
Monks, RoBert, Swinton Park. May 5. Grundy & Oo, Manchester 

ORRELL, JosePH, Atherton, Lancs, retired Farmer. June 2. Oarr, Atherton 
OSBORN, Kelvedon, Essex, Grocer. June 1. Beaumont & Surridge, 


Patmer, ISaABELLA, Richmond, Surrey. May2t. Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sq 


Rew, Henry STEWART, Cromwell rd, South Kensington. May 15. Hardisty & 
‘Co, Great Mariborough st 

SacE. James, Newman’s 10w, Lincoln’s inn fields, Bookseller. May 31. Ikin, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 9 

—— a Stoke Damerel, Devon, Gent. August 7. -Elworthy & Co. 


ymou 
SAawvY, ManGanret, Stoke Damerel, Devon. August 7. Elsorthy & Oo., Ply- 


mou 
SouTHooms, Anna Mania, Heavitree, Devon. May1. Tozer & Oo,, Exeter 
STANGER, Mary, Keswick. May 26. Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
t Hon. GzorGce Fatperick, Vicount, Templepatrick, Antrim 
G.C.B. TOD. Sate t 1. Bloo — ee 


nee Hart st, msbury 
Tuompson, WILLIAM, B tw ty nr Stocsport. April 20. Cartmel, Kendal 


Vasey, THOMAS, — Farmer. May 25. Birdsall & Cross, Bcar- 

Wat, Hagnret, Walmer, Kent. May 28. Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

WaAtsH, FRANCIS preteen, Sud Suffolk, Solicitor. May 18. Robbins & 
Co, Surrey House, Victoria Em er cena t f 

WELD, MancakeEt?, Notting Hill sqr. May a Jordan & Son, Victoria st 

WueEater, WiLL14M, Fence Houses, Durham, Innkeeper. May 25. Birdsall & 

Witxinson, THomas, , Chemist, May 29. Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln's 


Youne, Mary Ann, Richmond. May %. Sharpe, Warwick crt, Gray’s inn 








If the house in which you live is to be sold over head, w why ® — 
it? Don’t — by 
Fa St the monty with the * i dalled tn 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—F ripay, April 18. 
RECEIVING oe 


ASHMEAD, Henry THomas. Rock Cheshire, 
—— Traveller Birkorhesd Berk April 16 
BALDWIN, RICHARD, 8 row, Peckham rd 
ull q Pet March 15 Ord 
1 
BROADLEY, ALLAN. Bradford, late Commission Wool 
Comber Bradford Pet March % Ord April 14 
— 5 Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet April 
OaTLEY, J om Little Shelford, Cantab, epee 
OCambrid Pet Aprili4 Ord April 14 
CHADWICK, mi1aM, Armley, Leeds, Labourer 
aon Pet April 16 Ora April 16 
Davies, JAMES, Southport, Master Carter Liverpool 
Pet April16 Ord April 15 
DEAN, ERNEST, and Percy Lioyp Dean, Liverpool, 
ors Paty 1 Pet April 14 (Od Apri a 
Dvuaon, FRAN unhill Few, Prin High vourt 
Pet April 14 a Ord April 14 
EATON, SAMUEL, Workington, Cumbld, Grocer Wor- 
—— — ril 14 — us, 
FLOWEES, we orks, Grocer 
Leeds Pet April 1b Ord — 
Wiancock. MATTHEW JaM Bu rslem, Staffs, 
Jeweller se Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
EpWAaRD JAM Balcombe, Sussex, Grocer 
Brighton E Pet Apri 14 Ord April 14 
Hizton, WILLIAM, Longton. Staffs, Blacksmith 
Btoke upon Trent Sate ‘April 15 Ord April 15 
LaTHBuRY. THOMAS ARTHUR, City roai, 
Oourt Pet March 31 April 16 
LONGBOTTOM. JAMES. Halifax, Beerhouse Keeper 
Halifax Pet April15 Ord April 15 
MAKEPEACE. JOHN, Leamington Spa, Grocer 
Warwick Pet April 15 ——— 
Metz, JOSEPH, Werle a mbrella Stick 
— High Court Pet April 14 Ord 


April 14 
MorGcan, ArrTaurR, Clee, Lines, Fish 
Grimsby Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Norges. GeorGe, Newtown, Holmfirth. York 
lesale Merchant Huddersfield Pet 
Aprilié Ord * J 
Ontons, WILLIAM ALF, , Haseley, nr Warwick. 
1 — 2 Pet April 14 Ord 


April 
PEoK, Pamper Arthur. Clee byork y Snes, Shania 
Great Grimsby Pet April 15 
Prox. Joun, Leverington, Parson Des oy 
Farmer 2 — Pet April 16 Ord April 16 
e Stock ————— ccna 
Hixh Court mee bet E Feb 27 Ord April 
ea —— Builder Croydon 
Pet At Apri2 Ord A) 


ERS, pave ——— Mon, Midler New- 

port, Mon hee Bee's Ord Apr 15 

RuxtTon, WILLIAM CAMPBELL. —— —* Peckham 

High Court Pet Mar25 Ori Apr 

SANDAVER, GEORGE, Spridlington, —— Blacksmith 
Lincoln Pet Apr 15 Ord Apr 15 

ScagpBer, Ropert, High st. wm fr] Ironmonger 
High ¢-~ Pet Apr 1 Ont Ape 

HEN, 


late Oorn 
—— “ora Apr 14 
Wakefiel . Tobacconist 
4 Ord Apr i4 
Batcher Oxford Pet 


— Leeds, Tobacconist Leeis 

ri 
Waser Ase ELL, Hartlepool, > 9 
acconist —— Pet Apr 16 Ord A 
+4 


— ARTHUR, Holmfirth, Yorks, Woollen 
facturer Seer Pet Apr 14 Ord Apr 14 
WESTWELL, — Darwen, — Joiner Bilack- 


burn Pet Apri4 Ord Apr 14 
Witulaws, Witt1amM RIcHARD, Penzance, Butcher 
Truro Pet Apri2 Ord Apr 12 
WILLIAMSON, OHARLES, Pres — Rope Maker 
Preston Pet Apr 15 Ord Apri 
Ayys, THO: 45) Ieing Oh NGS. eneral Mer- 
NNS, MAS, 8 er 2 
chant May 2 at 1 ab Oerep oh, t Lincoln's inn 


Bunny, JOHN, h st, Borough, Boot Manufactu: 
April 29 at it nijaleraptcy bides, Portugal st, 


— ALLAN, eet, late Commission Wool 
April 28 tit Off Reo, 31, Manor row, 


AM, Tue Brook, nr Li ol, Builder 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
agate, t seaport April 26 at 
d, Sutfolk, _ = April 

ae 
b>, Rovemaker 


Coates, LEONARD, trider sity Oe Um J— = Mant - 
May 8 at * Bankrupte y bidgs, Por- 

CRONIN, Ay sd ae, Dealer eee 

——— —— 


—— — 


BuLocook, WILL. 
aed On’ 


12 Bankrapte Dd 
—— 


oly 
DOovGALL, JOHNSON, ddington, bi 
~~ vg April 25 at 2 bab — * 


— ate OHN rae, a ni, Bow 


-. facturer h 





Evetry, Epw. Essex, Gent 

May ab tio 0 Gat He, —— * 

COCK —— tw 
ler April 2% at ST on: Rec, Newcastle under 


Lyme 
Haraison, J., & 8 —— 
April bs sien  bides, Pe Fa oy st, 


Hiuton. Witt rails Staffs, —— 
April 25 at 12 On Rec, Newcastle under 

HoGakTH, GEoRGE BICKNELL. and ANDREW DavID 
Hoagakta, Oxford st, Picture Dealers April Bat 


"6 
Finsbur, om Dentist 
7 
Arthur st, Barnsbury, Debt Buyer 
April 29 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
’s inn fields 


urch st, et. Tax Oai- 
lector A 2atit Bankruptcy Portugal 
ences —y 





i an 
Kegs, pe York, Clothier April 28 at 11.30 


LEAvVER, THOMAS » Newman’s row, Lincoln’s ion 

—* Law Stationer April 30 at 11 33, Carey st, 
coln’s in 

Lona! Halitax. Beerhouse Keeper 


MorratT, RoBpert MAxwstu, Blackpool, Physician 
Mey 2 atz Off Reo, 14, Ch Chapel at. Preston 
Newson, Henry RICHARD, Devonshire sq. Bish 
Solicitor "Aptil 3 30 at 12 33, se 


coln’s inn fields 
NORRIS, GEORGE, Newtowa, Holmfirth, 
Whi Merchant 


RADFORD, JAMES, and JOSEPH Bostock, Sneinton, 
Notts,Grocers April 2% atit Off Rec, St Peter's 


Cc ot 
Rocsrs, Dav:ip, Lianhennock, Mon, Miller April 29 
Off Rec, Council chmbrs, Corn st, New- 


on 
Wheatm: ai] db 
6 
22, Park row. Leeds 
SmrrH, THomas JonN, Wakefield, Tobacconist April 
%ati1 Otf Rec. Bond terr, Wakefield 


‘H, Tuomas YATSs, 
fart S08 8.09 Off Rec, St Peter’s 





Beerseller 
urch walk, 


THORLEY, Wim, Nottingham. Lace Manufac- 
April % at12 Off St Peter’s Church 
L— Nottingham 


TINKER, — Holmfirth, Yorks, Woollen Vaau · 
turer Hr 38 at 8 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, 
New st, Hadd 


WesstTEr, Joun, Leeds, Insurance Superintendent 
— 12 = os. Park row, Laeds 
ams, WI RicHaRD, Pe Butcher 


ILLIAM mzance, 
April % 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ASHMEAD, Henry THomAS. Rock Ferry, Cheshire, 
Commercial 


Som — Bickenhead Pet April 16 
ASHTON, JAMES, —% Epwarep Pak WILLIAMS, late 
of erchants Manchester Pet 
1 Ord A 15 
Berry, JOHN. 


Boot 
Pet April9 Ord Pt ia 
Leather Seller War- 


— 
Pet April Ord April 14 
Brown, WALTER SKILTON, , Essex, Butcher 
Hertford 


Pet March 2 Ord April 14 
BuLcock, WILLIAM, Brook, Liverpool, 
Builder Liv - March 14 Ora — 16 
CATLEY, JOHN, Cantab, Ropemaker 
—— Pot ye 14 Ord April 14 


— — WILLIAM, 
Leeds Pet Aprilié Ord L April 16 Se 
- castle . 


on Tyne Pet March 81 Sea cil 14 
CRONIN, — zance, Boot Dealer 
Aprils Ord April 16 
DAVIES, J AMES, — Ce Liverpool 
Pet April 15 Ord 16 
Dgnnison, Epwarp, Feochurch Corn Merchant 
High Gourt Pet April9 Ord April 1 
Doveatt, Kerr JOHNSON, Wilts, 
— Re Bont apalel | ce 
h Court Pet March 8 Ord Aoril 
Eaton, Samusy, W' Cum! |, Grocer 
movies —RX = oc yg | 
Tailor Pet March 18 Ord 18 
Fiowans, a ¥ * Pare Yorks, 
Gar Sarnagk ANNE Bias Les, ay Flints, 
A ae st, ‘3 ce roe, 
Ue 


a Sc, a4 — 


ai nee i Apr 15 — 


Leeds, Manager i 
45 Off Rec. | 


‘Howrg, Davip, Norwich, _ Photographer Norwich 


Pet a 
Kuuy, Hoan, Bir — Tallor Birmingham 


Builders | ge OF ork Clothier York — 
Lanpqvuist, Justus F AWD, Mark lane. 
mission’ Agent High Gourt bee A’ Ord 
LEvy, RAFAM Davip, Hackuey *3 Bootmaker 
Pet Apr it Ord Aj 
Lona, Josepa Epwasp, woe 4, Herts, 
Pawnbroker Hertford Pe ans — Ane it 
Luxe, Davin Surra, Barrow 
Barrow in ey Pot Star 1 Ord Ape 14 


exwick ervick Pot Apes. 15 Oni a, — 
* “Pet” 3 Ord apes 
Mc — vs 


Pet Feb 17 Ora 
Worship st, Umbrella Stick 
4 3a 


tant Liver- 


ee es Hy oly ,&. 4, 1, a 
sane aren rt ——— 


On 
Nope, Newtown, Holmfirth. Y¥ 
Wholesale 


* Merchant Huddersfield 
Onions, WILLIAM 


ei 
“Bootmaker Warwick wick "Pet April” 14 t Ord Apeil 


P. 
— a — LEOPOLD, 2 Gromies. Kent, 


Aprilie — 
PABRXIiMSoOſS, GzorcGs. Ancoats, Manchester. Brick- 


FREDERICK Cleethorpes, 
= ry —— “Geimeby Pet April’ 14 


Pack, JORR, Ten siren’ P Pet oD Apel 6 Oak howl April 


Raapome, 2 ———— Sack 
Grocers Nottingham . 


April 16 
Roazas, Dapip — en Miller Newport 
‘Mon. —— it is 
SANDAVER, GEORGE, Lincs, Blackemith 
Linco'n Pct April 15 
EDWARD ° = oe 
hove Greenwich April 4°) «=Ord 
General reer Hiek Gout Pet Feb 7 
SMALLMAN, 
Plumber ae ech ft Ont Apel ie 4 
— vchall bet Agel a — 
——— 


April 8 Ord 


Ord April 15 
Nors.—The Notice of udication re Robert Beck- 
— — Adjudi 
cation having been made. 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Dawson, Epw. Hairdresser 
a See ane Aneel ancl ts 

London Gasette.—TurspaY, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
— Hauwey, Gt Marylebone st, 


wr, Joum, Htine, Ma Pw, LEE — 


Sac 
ror Pet March 38 on = 
—— aie ered mY 











Mr i 8 en en far py a a oe oem 


— ———* 
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OE — ———— — 


J 
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Gritz, Roper, and WaLTerR GitL, Malpas, Cheshire, 
7 te Workers Nantwich end’ Grows Pet 

V Ord April 17 
Grant, Emity, est Bro ie 


18 
Hoox, Wittiam _HuouHes, Lydd, Kent, Grocer 


huxriay, Aerave, Weston 19 Ord April 19 
m super — Ironm nger 


Bridgwater Pet April17 Ord Ap il 17 
_ Halitas, Grocer’ Halifax Pet 


» _Northamptonshire, 
Piumber ne, Kettering Pet — 58 Ord 


iL 19 
Jas: EpWAzpD, ar manererite, 1 L'anzollen. Den- 
ont —“—— t Mar 24 
JEYNES, oo, Leonard Stanley, nr Stonehouse, 
ier Cheitenham Pet April 19 Ord 


Seen — 
Kresy, W u wine Agent York 
a ae ee 
Lury. HarrorD, Sonthampton, Kn — 


———— Pet Ap ero On a a . 
Harry Stationer ° 


, i ix, Halifax Pet 
Aprilig Ord'April 18 
OHN, —-. Fruiterer Boston Pet 


gee Outiaien High 


OSEPH, 
Pot April 18 Ord Apri 
one Benn OHN. — fr rent, Chemist 
on Trent Pet April19 Ord April 19 
PARKER, Sotomon, White st, Houndsditch. 
Fe 6 Salesman High Court Pet April17 Ord 
Prsson, ioe, Bloxwich, Staffs, Tea Seller 
Waisall Pet April 17 or, April 17 
Raysown, — — Dealer 


— — Pet Al A = Ord 

BoveMon, Saxvmt, “Crlldtord s fitch Court Pet 

SPANTow, ANTON, CHARLES, jun, Vauxhall Bridge rd a 
Merchant High Court Pet March ii 


April 17 
Stamey, J OSEPH late of Beaumont, Jersey, Solici- 
tor Norwich Pet April9 Ord April 19 
on Pe | York, binet Maker 
York Pit Amal 17 Ord April 17 
Ta GrorGcs Hewry. Bow lane, * AMerchoant 


April i Ord April 17 
Witi1aus, Rosert, Lianfor, Merioneth, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet Aprili8 Ord April 18 


—— amended notice is substituted for 
London Gazette, April 4 


that published in the 
Wri12T. Frank, Shadwell Market, Fish Salesman 
High Court Pet March 29 Ord April 3 
The serene mains jo cubatinsted for thet 
in the London Gazette of April 15. 
ADLAM, WILLIAM Reading, Fancy Ware- 
houseman Reading og Sart Ord April 9 
a w rue pastes — 
PPLETON, arton Leonard, nr pot 
Yorks, Farmer 29 at 11.20 Rail Hote’ 
pe orn rer, Chie, 
Commercial Traveller Rares Off Rec, 35, 
J * ng ll 
A wae, Comer, Castile, Durham. Seed 
ee A Station Hotel, York 
—— ——— Yorks, 
Bannox, Funguas, Tunstall in Of Hee Tunity House 
lane, Hull 
Brapsmawez, Cuaniworre Donoruy, Warwick ea, 
pes, Widow May 6 at 11 323, at, 
's inn fields Firmiog * 
dener ca 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


oe a a Gen tee 


rr lice, York a Sy 


lati Of Bee, Park row, Leeds 
Jesave, Lateoter, | Provision Dealer April 30 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane. Leicester 
Queen Victoria Timber 
rn at 2.20 ss, Cae on ’Lincoln’s 
Dzan, pool, 
— 15322 ———— 
Dutt, Jou, ‘on, Wine Merchant May 1 
3 wr As sees ee 
Da Licensed 
May 6 at 12 33, 2 a Lincoln's 
Woe eee, May 





inn 
6atit 
, SAMURL, 
30 at 3.20 67, 


Lincoin’s 
Cumberlan4, Grocer 


w, Birmin 





Railway approach 
Frost, ——— Wednesfield, 
Galvanized Iron Manufacturer 


30at3 Off Rec. 34 


Kywoca, 6 CHABLES, 


Lucas, GEoRGE EDwW. 
Coachbuilder May 2 at 11 
Southampton 

Lury. HARPORD. hampton. 


MAKePEACS, JOHN, Roy: 
— .30 on ‘Reo, 17, — 
MARR, 
— “Of Reo, 8, — st, £4 t, Li 


MABSHALL, OHARLES 
Ke 


. Commissi 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
MILNER, HARRY, 


MozTON, 
D 


RALPH 
ealer May7Zatii 33, 
fields 


NEILL, GEORGE — atrinaton 
no occupation Apr 30 at 2.30 
coln’s inn —— 

Onions, Wr.t1AM. A 
— 


st, C 


#ati1.15 Off 
2,30 Bankru 
inn fields aed 


4 Of Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
REVELL, ALFRED, Abbey 


Coaldealer May 6 at 12 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel-is 


May tati2 Off 





VassaR, GEORGE, ‘itilson ‘rd 
coln’s ion 


New Inn. Darw 
Shadwell Market, 


Lanny 


ASHTON, WILLIAM, 
ches 


Bastin, Joun, Navestock, 
ford Pet Aprilit Ord April 18 





Brown, 





SaNDAVER, GEORGE, Spridlington, Lia 
Rec, 31. Silver st, 


1 
bidgs, —— 2 Lincole’ 's inn fielis 
— Fran denhen 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Pot Bel Sept 26 Ord re, 
ter 
—— 


a. Tm, aud Jog Bsever, Holmfirth, 
Joiners Huddersfield Pet April 9 
ELL, ‘THOMAS. Westmid, Farmer Car- 
witale Pet Srl 18 is Ord April 19 


——— Machine onare Travelin, Denitord 


Epwarps, Ropert EDWARD JouN, and Hue Ksqry, 
——— Tailors April 30ut 11 25, Oolmoro 


vison,’ CHARLES, Bagshot, Surrey, Coal Merchant 
April 29at12 Off Rec, St Thomas's chmbrs, 24, 


Yarateuste., 
a ati2 Off 


Rec, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 
IncuaM. JosspH, Halifax, Grocer May 1 at 10,30 
Off Rec, ifax 


JONES, RopeRr, Leicester, —** Manufacturer April 
Krepy, WILLIAM York Commission Agent May 1 
ati Off Rec, Yo ri 
h st, Clapham, Builder April 
Bankru 2 Portugal st 

of Ue Grimsby April 30 
Southsmpton, 

80 Ot 


Rec, 4, Kast st, 
Corn Marchant 


May 2 at i1 Ot Root 4, Bast st, Southampton 


Spa. P Grocer 
—— st. at. Coventry 
May 2 


Wi1i4M, Vereker ra, West 
on 


t May 1 ‘at 2.30 


Halifax, Stationer May 1 at ii Off 


. late of Walworth rd, Provision 
Carey st, Lincoln’s ian 


ULCOCK, Witt1am JOHN, Oheltenham, Clothier 
April 29 at 3.30 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 


NEALE, MarruHew Henky, East G:eenwich, Ohemist 
Apr 30 at 3 24, Railwa — London Bridge 


33, ae st, Lin- 


nr Warwick, 
maker May 3 at 11 Off Heo, 17, Hertford 


ventry 
PARKER, 1 > Birkenhead, Coal Merchant Apr 30 
at2 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
PEcE, Mi, Eovedaneen. Parson Drove, Goats. 
Farmer May 2 at 10.30 Oourt House, King’s 


Lryna 
Pr1nson, EpMuUND, Bloxwich, Stsffs, Tea Seller May 
Rec, Walsall 


Pow zs, W1i11aM, Old Kent rd, Sur, 7 May 6 at 
bidgs, Portug 


name, WILitaM, Leices, YepetsDesler April 30 at 


st, Lincoln's 


st, ne 
grocer May 1 at 12 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ds 
Ricketts, Epwarv, Gt College st, Camden Town, 
Bankruptcy 


bidgs, Por- 
—— 


Berks. So- 
licitor fapet 90 ot 19 Hal “Fork aidenh ead 
STEPHENSON, JOHN naw —— Cabinet Maker 
sromiti, Taos, 3 Rye, 8: os, Grocer Ate il 30 at 
NHAM, T — 2 
2 Off Rec, t Thomas’ chbrs, 2 
Tavror. * late * — * t. Grocer 
April 29 at 2.90 ra Mount 
| ding Tunobri 2, 
ALB, JOB, st, Leeds, Tob xoconist May 1 
at 12 Off Park w, Leeds 
ORNE, CHARLKS, Hil 


22 
TH ae See Inn- 
keeper May 18 at 12.30 Reeves, 
Mount Pleasan Tunbeiies ¥ 


West Kensington, pk, 
Builder May7 atit p LR An 


WrstweLt Joseru, Darwen, Joiner April 29 at 2.30 


ILLETT, FRANK, Fish Sales 
May 2 at 12 Bankruptcy pidge. Portagal ob st, 


RLES, Preston, R Manufacturer 
ia Ly 


M olisitor May1i 


Man- 
feomen Chelms- 


Ond Apei 17 


ns Ord 
wee Wats tele Gemtows, 1.8, Quer 
Newport end hyde "Pet A 9 Ord April 19 
York * Pet April 16 1¢ Ord April 1 ee ete ta 
Cox, Joser: Provision Leicester 
Pet April 16 5* Bpril 7 





Dompsz, Giovanni. Wardour st, Oxford st, Provisi 
—— High Court Pet March 24 Ord 
P 


GALL, WILLIAM BgexJamis Homg, Nowton, Suffulk, 
Se a Bury St Edmunds Pet March 24 Ord 
P 
GILL, be and WALTER GILL, Malpas, Cheshire, 
Tiaplate Workers t eran and Crewe Pet 
or 17 Ord April 17 
EpwarpD James, Syston, Leics, Farm Bailiff 
Leicester Pet March 29 Ord 4 ril 14 
HuntTLeY, ARTHUR, Weston su are. . 
Bridgwater Pet ril 16 rd April 17 
INGHAM, JOSEPH, H Grocer Halifax Pet 
April18 Ord April 18 
Isirt, Wii1maM, Kettering, Northamptonshire, 
Plumber Northampton ’ Pet April 19 Ord 
Dp 
JEYNE3, WALTER, Leonard Stanley, ur Stonehous:>, 
Glos, Baker i Cheltenham Pet Apr 18 Ord a whe 19 
JONES. RopeRt. Leicester, Shoemaker Leicester 
Pet Apri7 Ord * 17 
Kipsy, WILLIAM, ote ——— Agent York 
Pet Apr 18 “Ord Apr 
MEssITsR, Epw any Wane, Reigat >, Surrey, Licensed 
Victusiier a, Court Pet Mar 7 rd Apr 17 
—— —— North- 
mpton "Pek Apr 9 Ord Apr 


Mons, Joux, Bos Wealteter’ res Pet Apr 
rd Apr 1 
Orrsy, PERcy — Burton on Trent, ae 


Burton on Trent Pet Apri9 Ord Apr 
PARKER, UOLEMAN SOLOMON, White st, Pandsditoh 
F A eens High Cou:t Pet Apr 17 Ord 


Pace, —— Birkenhead, Coal Merchant Bir- 
kenhead 2 ri Ord "Apr 17 
Payson, EpMunNp, Bloxwich, Staffs, Tea Seller Wal- 
sall’ Pet Aprili7 Ord April «7 
Porrser, JOHN EPHRAIM, Semtiatasel. Essex, Brick- 
maker Chelmsford Pet March 20 Ord A’ 2 18 
WIttiam CAMPBELL, Crewys rd, Pi 
High Court Pet March 25 Ord April 17 
SoLLoway, ** —— ‘Butcher Oxford Pet 
Aprili4 Ord April 
STEPHENSON, JOHN al York, Cabinet Maker 
York Pet Aprili7 Ord April 17 
TAYLOR, FREDERICK Wit11aM, Newport, Mon, 
— —— Newport, Mon Pet April 2 Ord 


Tavtbe. JOHN, late of Goudhurst, Kent, Grocer 
Has’ Pet March 27 Ord April 17 

TRESHAM, EDWARD, Northampton, Wine — 

Northampton Pet Aprili5 Ord ed Apel 

WESTON, JOHN BERNARD, Ladyw rmingham, 
Journeyman Glass Decorator Birmingham 
April 17 — TT aw 6 - 

WILLIAMs, Lianfor, Mosleneth, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet rot A rilit7 Ord April 
Yatas, Josep OLLIS, Gloncester, ee 

Gloucester Pet March 23 Ord April 
The Bans teow § amended notice is ri. abe for that 
in the Londoa Gazatte of April 15. 

ApLAaM, WILtIaM Heney, Reading, Faucy Ware- 

houseman Readiag Pet April? Ord April S 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 

Doge, S* Duke st, Portlan1 place, —— 

tt Rec Ord March 20 esc April 

ORDER Bear Et GRECEIVING ORDER po D 

NULLING ADJUDICATION. 

ALLAN, Doxoax SmirTH, Rattray rd, Brixton High 
Court Rec Ord Marchii Adjud March 26 Resc 
and Lael April 5 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Ketty, Joun Lovet (described in the Rec Ord 
berein as J. J. Kelly), Bruton ns he Bune ‘ 
late Liout.-Uolonel in in H. h Goust 

Adjud Oct 27, 1836 Anunul —* J 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


—— 18, at —— the wife of William 
ofa 
=| abe .—April 22, at Bernard Oastle, the wife of J. 


Kae —— t 4 a oy ife of G 
Kine.— a Garten. e wife of George 
Anthony King, solicitor, of a son. 











MARRIAGES. 

AYNE.—April 16, at Bryanston - 
to heats Mitsabeth Sabeth Caroline’ Panos ie 
of the Rev. W. J. Payne, M.A., inte of 
— April 17, at Winchester, Arthur 
barrister-at-law, to 
of the very Rev. the Dean of 
a les dees 
sol icitor, . to 

of Edward Francis. 







B 
19, at Malden, 
¢iew, of of the Inner 
wen Rowlands, Q.0., 


19, at {gr Thomas William 


—— 


‘Temple, 


ae eg sii at, Woods —“ Sussex, James 


2, 
































L—! 
vell 
dators 
appoint 
II,- 
it 


Orry O 
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HAEN. — ever, DVERTISER, Unadmitted Man, Honuors, WESTERN AUSTRALIA. 
oe OP Perralt Shaen —— J. end Sale surviving A aR. seeks Clerkship ; Conveyancing without | To Trustees, Investors, and Others.— 
on ee —— ‘Shaen, of 8, eee, | = Chancery ; ‘good knowledge ‘of the op Aases of Laney the town boundary of 
and 15, Upper ore-gardens, aged 31. Courts ‘general Loudon practice; good writer ; , Western 
—— sal £100.— Ly oe “9 8 
| Rard worker; best — ary £10 RS. DANIEL WATNEY & SONS 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. A SOLIOITOR of ability and long ex experi- | 4 


ence as a Law Reads with ot 
April 29.—Messrs. BEAN. BURNETT, & ELDRIDGE, at | for Examination. Postal Preperation ts carried on the late Sir Richard . . K.C.B., 
the Mart, E.C., Freehold Ground-rent (see ad- | ‘by congrnde papers — a Shorthand writer ; — LB ed R.N — ee 
vertisement of the 19th inst , p. 4). | terms moderate.—Address, Goace, 9, Fenchurch- | Imperial Government in Soaliteation 
A gil 90, Merers ers. EDWIN Fox & & BousrIELD. at the | Street. London, EO. 00020 —— | service as 
, . Leases and Free- | been 
hold Hesidential Bulldiog sta Estates (see advertise- | 1 —— — and Intermediate * 
pe gh of the 12th inst., p. 4 Examinations of the Law Society, Preliminary btained from 
Bar, &c.— Mr. A. E. QUBKETT, M.A. Oxon, continues | Solici 
A ~ Messrs. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINE, at the | to Prepare for the above. Individual attention. | 
— a1 — — Building Lend | Two failures only in fourteen — pros- | * 


d a Freehold Building Site (see advertisement of | lg swe 
the 19th Inst. p. 4). tS een » | In consequence of the desth of J. D. Doulton, Esa.— 


May 1.—Messrs. Hi. E. Foster & CRASFIELD, at aa ee Clapton, ote and 

e Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Periodical Sale of MIDDLESEX and SURREY. ss : DANIEL ATNEY & SONS 
le vestmen Freehold and Leasehold y 

—— Tavestment | TESSES PRIOKETT & ‘VENABLES M 


TOM IW on THUR 
— — —— SELL * ART, ; 4 ; 
EA rouse-yar Oley, on Ribay may 9, at MAY i, at WO ’ in Lots, the following 


is 
SSISTANT CHANCERY and CONVEY. | TWO Dreciscly, the iEHHOLD Fi HOUSE, No. 9, | “SPRING GROVE,—Detached Residenos, known 

A ANCING CLERK.—The undersigned are Gheverton-road, with good garden, very conveniently ag Clyde House (close to Isleworth and Spring-sepve 
* ——— aging a Jems — (Whe Ras school, or for conversiontinto one or two shops.—May Stations) ; held — =e long term at alow ; 
Axe, & Upon, 14, Austin Friars, EO. > | So ee, Se are, WO. ¢ Bodkin. | “Wer DOL : 


AW FARTMERSUTY. —a ialicitor of Nos. 20 and : — Bt and &8 and 62, — with Dossresion. 
ding i City of Lond esires to meet -street, ‘COTO: 
with Genus at whe yoy find Capital to “ further get ge Aad Stockwell be — — known as Park } 





















































d his increasing practice. A splendid oppor. | on te, Solicitors : Messrs. pe RP yt RT 
tunity for a person having general knowl wiedge rom et WO Wandsworth, S.W., and 1, of an acre, with newiy- erected , Offices, and 
pital required — aan only ad Particalars, with conditions of sale, may be ob- | other . for a term of iS 45 years, 


Lax, 256, St. John-strect-road, B. * ____. | tained at the Mart, City ; of the respective Solicitors ; 


: 
AW.—A Solicitor with — but small — — — —E— ——— Se | stablings an 























buildings, &c., an ares of 
Business, wishes to meet with another similar] : 
placed to rent nt pat of well-appointed Offices on the | Freehold Ground: rent c of 70 per annum, exceedingly ie ter ye a Fe} 
ist floorin one of the best business quarters, with well secured upon lee — premises, ; in and Ten 
* of I good Lib besey- — might Ke. —5 Oxford-street. W., for SALE, by Freehold Powers: 
ultima’ arranged. erences exchanged.— | 
Reply, stating requirements and amount, offered for ESSKS. BEAN, BURNETT, & ELD. | Tofezoeds,of the annual rental value of £315. 
accommodation, to W. A. L., “ Solicitors’ Journal” RIDGE, at the MART, on TUESDAY, | road; let at 9s. 6d. per Wek; held for a of 90 
Office, 37, Chancery-lane, W.0. | APHIL 29. years, at a “rent 
| _ Particulars of Messrs. Drake, Son, & Parton, Solici- L Six 3es, as Nos. 1 
ANTES, a 5 Bane ing Olerk, competent | jose, 34. jee E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 14, pRB apne oa pper road ; rental 
ous business generally — — Particulars of Messrs. Vandercom & Oo , 
—* city, Sol —— j also Copying — R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 23, Bush-lanc. EC; of Messrs. V. Bu & 
Go Newman's-court, Corsi.” SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, | Garrard, Surveyors, 63, Cannon-sireet. EC. ; and of 
" CHANUERY LAN Soe | the Auctionsers, 88, Poultry, Landon, £0. 





an S79 BR Freehold and Leasehold Properties by Auction on | ; 
ANTED, Experienced Conveyancing moderate terms. The Management of Property and | ON THE CRYSTAL PALACE PARK ESTATE. 
W Clerk; country; state experience. age, and Collection of Rents undartaken. By orderof the M: Six excellent D 
ealary Hoy pontors’ Journal” Office, “#1, | Cy OLIOITORS. — — Roomy Offices in fine | "ad 
esate ak } B———— ; rent, £60 | Ne a gh A 
hall porter and ht.—A: t Gol. | and Parkhurst, situate in the ye 
W 4NTaD, a Managing Clerk, not ad- | lector’s Office, 63, Ohancery-lane, W.0. *— 
mitted, bad conperent So conduct convey | QUPERIOR OFFIOES in CHANOERY- | with possession), of ie Oat a2 
ona mig. by letter, aa superv: —— — | | ) La NE TE. Two fine spaci ous Rooms, p> suitable fos for | po moderate ground-rents; rental 
4 9 a | 
Parliamient-strect, 8 iéeare, Wateriow & Sons, <oand 0, | & Sulla to light App ly to — bs Ollich 63 and 64, — DANIEL W WATNBY & SONS 
me ROPERTI eo MART, ‘Tokenhouse-yard 
ANTED in a County Court Office a| ()FFICES and CHAMBERS. — Lo ist, the rs ’ 
W *— and industrious y, unior Clerk, writing | ‘O and Well-lighted Offices and a ioe BG. tio — — as Woodforde, Solici- 
a Ang — knowledge of the work ; at Lonsdale Chambers,.-.No. 27, Chancery-lan tors, 14, Red pare, .C., and ot the Ane- 
sali —Address, with references. X., — the ty Law Oourts). Also large, wells | tioneers, 83, Poultry, 

Mr tial, per anne Stationer, 22, Chancery-lane (Block rnished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitratious, &c.— he J 
0. ds Leadon, W.O. Apply to Messrs, ©. . Haggison & Co., Chartered TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES on 
TF you want Money without Fees— auiounts (CHAMBERSi in NEW SQUABE to be LET. | manteand ae ee — ienaea aie 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. Two good Rooms, ground floor, with W.C.’s; It 


O. CLIBURN, onally if possible, 43, Great T rent £75.—Apply to Messrs. THurGcoop & Makrriv. whe by private poh gh gy St 
8 e, 43, Great Tower- —. ’ 
street. — —— | Surveyors, 27, -lane, | 3, Now Keni-road, 8.5. 


THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000.  PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


HEAD Office: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’ ok, — General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 
TRUSTEES : 


Re He: RANGER | Bis Hot Me, SOSHIGE Bier 
































DELITY GUARANTEES, given half 4, OBJECTS OF THE 1 Gant and BANK DEPOSITS insured. 
1.—FI Ga v be f Ol 1vV.— 
Travelines and others; also Bonds on "behalf « of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liquiz FoR DEBENTURBS, &c. The Society acts as Trustee 
dators and Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding Government | for — and other Loans. 
appointments, where 
a 


required and VI. TRUSTEESHIP. “The — 
LUNA MMITTEES’ BONDS granted. — — —— 
ISTHATION or ia a 


—AD. — — 
1.—AbDM MIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. CAE SA in 
1II,—MORTGAGE INSURANOBB effe effected, ! Vili. .—00. —— 
oe Sa an te Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches 
Ory Oppzcn + * Pa Mildred’s-court, Poultry, B.C. EprInsurGH : 53, ———— Dusuin : 11 Westmorslagtatret, | Bagiroiti 14, Csimo Colmore-row, 
OL; 81, Ulare-strect. GLASGOW : 1% Royal Exchange-square. 6, York-buildings, 14, 8 
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— —— — 


A ——— — 


fHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


April 26, 1890. 








INEBRIETY. 





COLMAN HILL HOUSE, HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


FOR LADIES ONIZTY. 


UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 





Patients received privately or under the Inebriates Act. Terms, 2 to 5 guineas a week. 
For further particulars apply to the MANAGER. 
Telegraphic Address—‘* BRANTHWAITE, HALESOWEN.” 








Capital - - £0,000,000. 
Fully Subscribed £1,502,000. 


THE 





























RPORATION 
LIMITE D REARS | 


:22,0L0 Broan SHE.C. 














REVERSIONS. ; 
LAY REVERSIONARY INTEREST | 
SOCIETY (Limited), 


wu, LINCOLN’S INN INN FIELDS, W.C. 
Cuatsmay—Edward ’ James peri, Esq.; Q.C. 


il Raikes, M.P 
Immediate 


— i in exchange for Rever- 
sionary Contingent Interests. 
Loaus may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 


— Deferred, ous Contingeat, and 
ie terms. 


on favourab’ 
—— — Forms of Pr —y and all further 


—— . B. CLABON, Secretary. 
Poucizs . ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, 
ALBION CHAMBERS, BRISTOL. 


EY ERSIONS, 


¥. gt propensl end all information ms be had 
at the Ofice, 5. TRYON, 


BUYERS OF 


]MPEBIAL FIRE INSURANCE OUM- 
By 


1, Old Broad-street, —— ant Mall, 8.W. 


— ye 


Ez. —* — 


OBTHEEN —— — 
Established 1226, 

Lowvon: 1, +E. Apenpstr, i, 
INCOME * FUNDS (1808) : re 
DivePremiams., «= ««<«§ « M615 000 
Lite Premiome ... 2 


oo * os WW, HA 
MULATED FUNDS. |, 4050 


“ 8 


V 


AW FIRE INSUSANOS OFFICE, 
114, Chancery-lane, Lond: 
‘April 14, 1890. 


atten is a aie —— that the ANNUAL GENERAL 


re 
Bee 
| 


Somer who retire, and f 


The Chair will be taken at One dock preci-ely. 
The follo + going out by ——— are 


owing 
eligi! off 
— or ton y John Moxon Clabon, Eaq. 
Milan ‘Thomas Oar- = Bartle John Laurie Frere, 
White. | ton, Howard William Brough- 
ton, Esq. 


Rowley Parker 

~ Robert oe | 

They are eligible an1l cffer themselves for re- 
lection. 


By order of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, 





PER CENT. Ty, BEDEEMASLE STOOK 


RPORATION, of WEST BRO ROMWICH 
be APELIOATIONS for the 


information va be * be the 
R —— 
Town Hall, Wet tevututch, Oste 





AW UNION FIRE and Tew "INSU- | 
ANY. 


ce— 
126, CHANCER: LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
1, ROYAI, EXOHANGE BUILDINGS, E.0. 
DEPARTMENT. 
cabires = attention is drawn to the following | 


- The Bonus added fo Policies on y lives at 
* — —— of amounted to £16 for every 
g the Quinquennium. 
2 Ole are 22 hI on roof of death 
oul title. 
3. The Premiums are moderate. 
DEPARTMENT. 
Oe ae settled promptly and liberally. 
Private Houses iidings, if 
—— and tiled or slated, and free yey hazardous 
— insured at a premium of is. 6d. for 
Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
eS ene Fe LO 
Loans on Reversions 
Reversions 
AnnynANK McG 
— Actuary and Secretary. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other —— ona — bag ho or Loans 

* Annuities t UITABL LE RE. 

ERSIONARY INT? — REBT — 55 LIMITED), 10; 
neaster-place, W: ridge, Bt 

1836, Oapital, £600,000, Interest on Fe. may be 

capitalized. 
. CLAYTON, } Joint 
i, OLAYTON, 


Pier = OFFIOE, 19, Loxsane- | 
Lonpvor. 





W, OG. — and V. B. MACDONALD, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£17,000,000. 


8 | cent. commission.—Ap 
| yeeen 6 oe. |. & 


EST BROMWIOH CORPORATION £3 | 


(488 ADVANCED (€30 to £500) at a —— 
notice. to ——— resident in London or 
the Home Counties, on B 

the borrower’ 


same addressi4 years. 


ar UaTIOnS for 





on in the case of Gold, 
Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 


ad air sw BXEOUTORS. 








ree oe immedia 


ersmiths to ELM. 
Nee Bee Bond-street, 


— COLLEGE, OAMBBIDGE, 








tion will be held ‘on TORSDAY, JULY 8, 4 
£50 and six 


An Examina' 

| and following days for one Scholarship of 

| Scholarships of £30 a Teatro 

years on October 1 

or more of the folowing ‘subjects 
2* 


£25 for each rd the 
| formation apply to the 


three University terms, and £15 
Vi acation.For further in- 
ASTER. 





s ot. Ly no sureties or inquiry © 
a Solicitors introducing clients owe 23 — 


ly to to Messrs. Ho : 
Holborn. Established at at 
PROBATE, — 


THERSTON & SON (Licensed ~ 
Valuers) 12, ee Pal: Mati . 8.W., offer their —— — 


and — 

Purchased.— — 
My * — 
hm ape ee 
The Queen, 156, 


to Studentsundec 15 
ites may offer one = 


tics, Natural Zelenee, Modern 4 
The Uollege fee for board, lodging, and tuition is © 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, 8 Soliet. a 
SOTHERAN & ® 


fom, Oo. SS eEEY 
| Strand. an 
or smaller 
|g oe utmost value — — ue f 
| Experienced val preety 
is without, —— —** ex 
Siiress, Be Bookm 


fs une Ont 


“DP zectiv E — (SLATER'S)— 

The only acknowl Establishment 

City of London (vide press) for Divorce and a 
uiries by Female * 





Lipa % 
in town also. value fa¢ a 


phone a 


London.” — 


PROMPT & LIBERAL ADVANCES © 


ARE MADE ON 
FREEHOLD ayp LEASEHOLD PROPERTY 


(Special Facilities to Purchasers for Occupation). d 


PROSPECTUS FREE. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY — 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE. 
FREDERIOK LONG, 
Manager and Secretary. 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 


ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC. 


2055 TES IN I#VAL AND MODERN 
DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.U 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
Seals for Companies Engraved and fitted to Presses. — 


EDE AND SON, 
** MAKERS, 


fo He Her. Masesty 


| nouns yor QuaEn’s COUNSEL AND BAWRISTBRS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs 69 for ePaghnen, Towa Olerks, 


CORPORATION ROBES, SaIYERSITY ary ‘CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 





‘tion of 


‘d 


‘he Lora ‘Obancellor, "the Whole of — 
h, Corporatio London, &c 


* 











Meg 


